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PREPACE 


HE addition of one more item to the literature 
which has gathered round the famous Oxyrhyn- 
chus Sayzmgs does not, in itself, need any apology; 
for large as that literature is, it has not solved all the 
problems which the papyrus fragments present, nor has 
it exhausted all the possibilities of text-reconstruction 
and interpretation. But inasmuch as I have no pass-_ 
port admitting me to the realms of theology, my 
intrusion into what appears to bea theological province 
demands explanation. From one point of view, indeed, 
the Sayzzgs seem to fall well within the demesne of 
theology, but from another to lie on the vague border 
land which parts theological from ancient literature 
in its broadest sense. I need hardly say that I prefer 
the latter. In this little study, therefore, I have 
regarded the fragments as remains of early Christian 
literature rather than as a theological document: the 
distinction, if fine, is real, and may serve to deliver 
me from the charge of exercising myself in great 
matters which are too high for me. 
To multiply restorations of fragmentary texts is 
a process of doubtful benefit. Owing to accident my 
reconstructed text was drawn up before I had seen 
and weighed the restorations suggested by others ; 
and though later study has led me considerably to 
modify my first draft, it has not prevented me from 
retaining certain supplements which take a new direc- 
tion. That I have done so is due, I hope, neither to 
parental fondness for my own offspring nor to perverse 
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love of novelty, but (if I may say so) to a feeling that 
the right track had not yet been found. 

In the Introduction and Commentary I have tried 
not only to bring forward fresh considerations bearing 
upon the problems involved, but also to represent and 
consider the judgments of previous editors. This part 
of my work was begun in 1912 and continued during 
intervals of leisure in the following eighteen months, 
As a result I am conscious of a certain unevenness 
of treatment which recent revision has not, I fear, 
wholly eliminated. 

For an editor to express obligations is often to 
accuse the guiltless of complicity. While, therefore, 
I cannot leave unspoken my very deep indebtedness 
to Professor J. F. Bethune Baker for much help and 
encouragement, I must add that I alone am responsible 
for my extravagances and my faults. With the late 
M. Jean Maspero I had the privilege of discussing 
many points relating to the Sayzugs, and it is to his 
memory therefore that I dedicate this little book. 

I have to thank the Council of the Egypt Explora- 
tion Fund for permitting me to re-edit the fragments 
found by Professors Grenfell and Hunt under the 
auspices of that Society. I should also like to express 
my sincere gratitude to the Reader of the Cambridge 
University Press for the very great pains with which 
he has read my proofs, thereby saving me from a very 
formidable list of errors and imperfect references. 


HOG EW 


CAMBRIDGE, 
July 5, 1920. 
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(Oxyrhynchus Papyrt 654) 
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0! ToIO! o1 Aorol ot [ 
AHCEN THC 0 ZN KL, 
Kal O@MA KAl ENTTEN [ 
ON TON AOPN ToyTI 
OY MH reycHTaly| 
MH TIaycacd@ o ZH[, 
€YPH Kal OTAN eypl[ 
BHOEIC BaciAeycH K{ 
HceTal¥ Aerel If 
ol EAKONTEC HMac [ 
H BaciAela EN opal 
TA TIETEINA TOY oYPL 
TI YO THN PHN ect[, 
o1 iy8yec THC Oaral 
Tec YMAC Kal H Bac[ 
entoc YMoon. |oTt [ 
FN@ TAYTHN €YPH[ 
eayToye FNa@cecbal [ 
Ymeic 
ecTe TOY TaTpoc Toy T[ 


rNacée eayToyc en[ 
kal YmMelc ecte H TITOL 
OYK ATTOKNHCE! ANO| 


25 


30 


PWN eETTepwTHce Tal, 


POON Trepl TOY TOTTOY TH[ 
oT ‘ 
C€T€ TIOAAO! EconTal TIL 


O1 ECYATO! TIPwTO! Kal [ 


cIN Aerei THc¥[ 

8EN THC OWEWC COY Kal [ 
alo Coy aTToKaAy ducer, 
TIN KPYTITON 0 OY dane 


KAl BEBAMMENON 0 O[ 


[..Jetazoycin ayTon o1 [ 
[..Jroycin Trac nHcTey[ 


[.....]me@a kat trove [ 
[.....]Qi TI TapaTHpHel 
[....]N* Aerel inc [ 
[.....Jertal MH Trovert[ 
Beta ]He aAHOeEIAC ANT 
[oscas ceo Jn aL Joxexpl 
ees Jxapt [. .] ectin [ 
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(Oxyrhynchus Papyri 1) 
Verso 1a 
KAI TOTE AlABAEWEIC 
EKBAAEIN TO KAPOC 
TO EN TO OMPPAAMOZ 
Toy adeAdoy coy Aerel 
iC €AN MH NHCTEYCH 
Tal TON KOCMON OY MH 
€YPHTAI THN BaciAel 
AN TOY OY KAI EAN MH 
CABBATICHTE TO CaB7 
10 BATON OYK OveEecbe TO 
Trpa Aeret ic e[.]THN 
EN MEC@ TOY KOCMOY 
KAI EN CAPKEl COPOHN 
AYTOIC KAI EYPON TIAN 
15 TAC MEOBYONTAC Kal 
OYAENA EYPON AElyod 
Td EN AYTOIC KAI 107 
Nel H YYYH MOY eTTI7 
TOIC YIOIC THN ANGN 
20 OT! TYAO! EICIN TH KAP 


Mla ayTo[.] Kal... BAeTT 
* * * * 


on 


Recto € 
[...-Jei[. Jun Toya 
[..-Jei[....Joy ean wcin 
[....Je[...].. 01 Kal 
[..]mo. e[..] ecTIN Monoc 

5 [..]r@ ero elm! MeT ay 
t[..] erei[.Jon Ton A190 
KAKEl €YPHCEIC ME 
CYICON TO ZYAON Kar@ 
€Kel elm! Aerel IC OY 

Io K €CTIN AEKTOC TIPO 
@HTHC EN TH TIpIdi ay 
t[.]y oyAe latpoc moet 
GEPAaTTEIAC EIC TOYC 
TEINDCKONTAC AYTO 

15 A€fel iC TIOAIC OIKOAO 
MHMENH €TT AKPON 
[.]poyc yyHAoy¢ Kal ec 
THPITMENH OYTE TIE 
[.JeIn AyNaTal oyTe Kpy 

20 [. ]HNAl Aerel IC aKoyeic 


[.]ic To €.. TION coy To 
* * * 


THERRESTORED Ga 


fol c an 
ovTOL of AOyot of CwoTrotol ods EXaAHTEV InZOds o Cav 
, Sow | af a ¥ \ po] \ 9 > a n 
kal obOels Tois Séxa kal Owopud. Kai cirey adtois: was 
a , , ’ \ 
batis av TOV NOyoY TOUTwY aKovan, PavdTov ov pH 
yevontac. 
a. Néyer Inoods: 
4 , ¢ a a a FY ¢ \ 
pn) tavodcbe 6 Entav Tod Enteiv Ews dv edpy, Kai 
/ 
étav etpn OapRnOncerar: 
kat OapBnbeis Bacirevoe, kal Bacirevoas avatran- 
oeTau. 
U la 3 / / ” « o- € cal 
B’. réyee “lovdas: tives dpa oi EXxovTeEs Huds, 
\ la b / ¢€ / = > > Lal = 
kal Tote éhevceTar 7) Bacirela 7H Ev ovpavots otoa; 
Aéyes “Inaods: 
5 lal > nr \ nn“ ig 4 € \ \ 
Td TETELVA TOD OUpavoDd, Kal TOV Onpiwv OTe bird THY 
yh €or 1 él THs yis, Kal ot ixOves THs Oardoons— 
ovToL of EXKOVTES Dpas. 
A te , an > a > \ ©) tw > \ 
kal » Baciieia TOY ovpavav évTds Uwov éotL. Kal 
\ a 
dotis ay éavTov yv@ TavTHY EUpnoeL* Kal epovTEs aUTHY 
éavtovs yuooerOe Ste viol Kal KAnpovomor eoTe mets 
Tov TaTpos TOU TaYTOKpaTopos* Kal yyooedOe EavTOvs 
5 ay \ \ > Hea Nae! tal b) € / 
év Oe@ dvtas Kai Oeov év div. Kal bpels eore % WTO 
Oeod. 
9’. révet Inoods: 
> > / »” \ eQy\ ig a 3 Lal 
ovK atoxyncer avOpwrros THY Odov EvpaV érrepwTiaat 
/ a n / a 
TaVTA...dvaipav Tept Tov ToTov THs Ka0edpas; edphoere 


1 The restorations are not here distinguished. The parallel clauses 
are as far as possible indicated by the arrangement. 
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(4 Nb OP n 
OTL TONAOL EgovTas mpaToL ExyaTol, Kal oi ~xXaTOL 
a \ \ 
TMpO@ro.* Kat Conv cAnpovounoovary. 
la én r 
8. Aéyes Incods: 
a \ eg a 
Tay TO wn EuTrporbev THs dWeas cou, 
\ \ ¥ 
Kal TO KeKadvUEpEVOY ATO cou aToKadudOnoeTal coL* 
> 7 > 
ov yap éotLv KpuTTTOV 5 ov davepov yernoeTat, 
\ 
Kal TeOappévor 0 ovK éyepOnoetar. 


, > £ X\ fal 
e. eferdfovow avrov of waOntal avtod Kal Néyovaw* 
n + \ lal lal 
TOS VNTTEVTOMEV, Kai THS TpocevEOUEOa, Kal TAS édEN- 
/ lal 
pocuUYHY TroLnTomeEY, Kai TL TapaTnpHooMEy THY Tapa- 
do00évtwr ; 
/, n 
Réyet “Inaods: 
> ba e€ = ae A lal nr 
ovK cece ws of UTrOKpITai* pw ToLEiTe TAVTA pave- 
n 
pas: 
GXXA THs adnOeias avTéxecOe, Kal } Sixaroctyyn Kmav 
aTroKkeKpuppevn ErTw. 
eyo yap° 
pakdp.os éoTw 0 TaiTa Tomy év KpUTTO, 
ig > a ¢ \ > Lal a a \ 
bre év havep@ Extras 0 picOos avTod Tapa TO TaTpl 
bs dotw év Tots ovpavots. 


* * * 


s’. reyes “Inoods: 

éxBarre mpatov tHv Soxoyv éx Tod opGadpod cov, 

kal rote SuaBréwers exBareiv Td Kappos TO ev TO 
bpOaru@ Tod adedgod cov. 

o'. Aéyes “Inaods: . 

édv wn vnotevonte TOY KOopoV, Ov pi) EUpnTE THY 
Bactrelav tod Oeod: 

Kal dav pt) caBBationte 76 cadBBatov, ovK dpecbe 


TOV TaTépa. 


Xviii RESTORED TEXT 


° 
mn’. réyer Inoods- 
a 2 a4 > ioe 
gary ev wer Tod Kdopou, Kal ev capKt OPOny avTois 
> l4 a yd 
Kal edpov Tavtas peOvovTas, Kai ovdEéva evpoV dupavta 

év avTois * 

‘ ~ ¢ , ce a fin n > 6 , 

Kal Tovel % ux mov érl Tois viois TOV avUpwTo?, 
4 , > a / > n 
éTL TUPAol eiow TH Kapdla avTar, 

\ > / n / > a 
Kal ov Brétrovet TH Savoia avTov. 

0. réyes Inoods: 

1... EL THY TTMOYXELAY ... 

u. Dreyer Inoods: 

i4 aN > BA a A 
étrov éav wat B’, ovK eiow aOeot* 

\@ a / / > 4 > > > a 
Kal Orrov els EOTLY OVS, Néyw ey@ Ell ET aVTOD. 
éyerpov Tov AiOov, KaKE? EUPHoELs ME, 

, \ id > \ > nw > 
axtoov TO EvNov, Kay@ Exel elpe. 
ta’. Neyer “Inaods: 

> ” \ / > A / > fal 
ovk éotiv Sextos Tpodyntns év TH TaTpids avTod, 
ovdée latpos Trovet Oeparreias eis Tods yivwoKoVTAs 
avrov. 

, , a 
tB'. réyes Inoods: 

/ n 
TOMS @Kodounmevn em aKpov Bpovs IYnrod Kai 

EoTNpPLY “EVN 

A lal / BA a 
ovTe Teceiy OUVaTaL OUTE KpUBHVAL. 
uy’. Aé€yes Inaods* 

2? 7 > Sa > / 
axoves eis TO &v WTioV cov, 

\ Nee: id 

To 8é érepov auvéxdevoas. 
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INTRODUCTION... 


§1. THE PAPYRI. 


In 1897 Messrs B. P. Grenfell and A. S. Hunt, while 
excavating on behalf of the Graeco-Roman Branch of the 
Egypt Exploration Fund, recovered from one of the rubbish- 
mounds of the city of Oxyrhynchus a leaf of a papyrus book 
containing eight (or, as some think, seven) Sayings of Jesus’. 
This fragment, which measures 15 cm. by gcm. in its actual 
state, is a leaf from a codex and is inscribed on both sides. 
The lower edge of the leaf is broken leaving no indication 
to show how much has been lost. While the discoverers 
think that as many as five or even ten lines may have been 
lost, on the ground that the page of an early codex such as 
this would resemble the high, narrow column of a papyrus 
roll?, later editors fascinated by the temptation of combining 
Sayings VIII and IX [Logia III and IV], claim that what has 
been lost is not great in amount, and that the lacuna between 
the texts of the recto and verso can be bridged by restoration: 
I have preferred to follow the expert authority of Grenfell 
and Hunt. The upper edge of the leaf has not suffered 
severely, and the right-hand side is also intact, but the left 
side is very ragged, though fragments of the original edge 


seem to be preserved here and there*. There is an ample 


1 Published by the discoverers under the title Aéyia Inoot, Sayings 
of our Lord (Frowde, 1897), and in Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Vol. 1, No. 1. 
Since the discovery of Ox. Pap. 654 the term Logia as applied to these 
Sayings has been proved to be mistaken: it is abandoned in this edition. 
The original is now in the Semitic Library, Harvard. 

avOne rap. 1, ps I. 

3 So far as I can judge from the facsimile in the edztio princeps. 
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upper margin, while the left and right margins are decidedly 
narrower: a strip of papyrus has been gummed along the left 
edge of the vecfo. A few holes in the area of the text do 
not in themselves constitute formidable lacunae; but while 
the verso is tolerably legible throughout, the writing on the 
left side of the recto is rubbed or faded and far less distinct. 

The discoverers concluded that the verso (which bears 
the numeral! 1a, written by a later hand, at the top right- 
hand corner of the text) came uppermost in the book, ‘since 
it was usual to foliate the right-hand pages of a book.” 
A page from a codex of Sophocles’ also shows the verso 
uppermost: the verso indeed must necessarily come upper- 
most as often as the vecfo where a codex consists in gatherings 
of sheets once folded. Grenfell and Hunt advance another 
reason for their conclusion which is surely decisive. The 
scribe has filled out the ends of his short lines on the 
verso with the character 7: this device is intended to 
make the outer edge of the text even throughout, just as 
mediaeval cutters of inscriptions, scribes, and printers fill 
out short lines with pieces of conventional ornament. On 
the vec/o no such device is used, surely because this side was 
undermost and the ends of the lines being next the inner 
edge (and so less conspicuous) did not need such filling out. 

This conclusion has been disputed by Batiffol*, who argues 
that it was usual to number the last page of each quire in a 
codex and that the papyrus is, therefore, the last leaf of the 
eleventh quire of a codex, the vecto lying uppermost. He 
thinks that the ragged left edge of the verso has reached its 
present shredded state because it was the outer edge and so 
exposed to wear, and that the slip of papyrus gummed along 
the left border of the vecto (which the discoverers explain as 


1 Wessely (P. O. IV, p. 153) treats the 1a not as a numeral, but as a 
correction. 

* Ox. Pap. 1, no. 22 (pp. 47 sqq-). 

8 Revue Bibligue, 1897, p. 502. 
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intended to strengthen the outer margin) is simply a trace 
of the juxtaposition of another leaf. This last point can 
only be decided by experts after examination of the original ; 
but it may be remarked here that the ragged state of the 
left edge of the verso is very likely due to the tearing out of 
the leaf, and that Batiffol overlooks the fact that in any 
quire there would be as many versos uppermost as vectos. 
There is, then, no good reason for doubting the discoverers’ 
conclusion. 

In general the papyri found in the rubbish-mounds of 
Oxyrhynchus date from the first to the eighth century, but 


_ the mound which yielded the fragment under consideration 


contained a great number of papyri of the first three centuries 
of the Christian era}, and the Sayings were found in imme- 
diate association with documents of the second and third 
centuries. The hand is typical of the Roman period and 
indicates 300 A.D. as the latest date to which the MS. can 
be assigned, while the Biblical contractions, Ic, 6c, TP, ANOC 
together with the codex-form as opposed to the roll-form 
make an earlier date than 100 A.D. impossible and 156 a.D. 
unlikely as a terminus ante quem. The discoverers, con- 
sidering that the type of uncial here used is decidedly earlier 
than that in use immediately before 300 a.D., conclude that 
the probable date of their papyrus is not much later than 
200 A.D.” 

In addition to the contractions already mentioned, final n 
is sometimes represented by a stroke over the preceding 
vowel, and in the fifth so-called Logion (Saying X) the word 
8vo was written in numeral form f’. Marks of punctuation 
are wholly absent, but a sign 7—as we have already seen— 
is used for filling in blank spaces at the end of lines. 


- Some eccentricities in orthography, such as are common in 


cgi Sie ie ce 


Egyptian Greek, occur: ¢.g. ai for e and e1 for 1: in Il. 36 and 


1 Ee, Expl. Fund Arch. Rep. 1896-7, p. 6: Adyia "Inoov, p. 5. 
2 See Adyia Iyood, p. 6. 
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38 mistakes are found, but the second of these has been 
corrected. 

Each Saying is introduced by the formula Aéyer “Tyoods’, 
and the regular use of this together with the codex form, 
the use of practically no abbreviations other than Biblical, 
prove the papyrus to be a fragment of a literary work and 
not a series of notes or jottings for temporary use. 

In 1903 the same two scholars resumed work at Oxy- 
rhynchus and found a second papyrus containing five further 
Sayings of Jesus preceded by a Prologue*. The new fragment 
is part of aroll, *244 m. high by ‘o78 m. wide, and, as it stands, 
is easily legible throughout. The entire right-hand side of 
the column has been lost, so that only one half of each of 
the 42 lines it contains has been preserved. Moreover, 
after 1. 31 the beginnings of the lines also have been 
destroyed, the lacunae increasing as we descend until in 
1. 42 only two characters remain. These Sayings are written 
upon the verso of the roll, the zvecto being occupied by 
a land-survey list in a cursive hand which belongs to the 
end of the second or early part of the third century A.D. 
The hand of the verso is “an upright, informal uncial of 
medium size,” not so fine as that of the fragment found in 
1897, but clear and well-formed, which the discoverers assign 
to the middle or end of the third century. A date later 
than 300 A.D. is regarded as most unlikely by them*. ‘The 
new papyrus (hereafter referred to as 654) is therefore nearly 
contemporary with the “ Logia-fragment,” which is assigned 
to an earlier decade in the third century. 


1 For a discussion of this formula see below, § 9. 

2 Published by the discoverers in Oxyrhynchus Papyri, Vol. Iv, as 
no. 654, and, with less detail, in the Egypt Exploration Fund’s Mew 
Sayings of Jesus and Fragment of a lost Gospel (Frowde, London and 
New York, 1904). I have borrowed the term Prologue in preference 
to Introduction from Dr Swete, as the latter seems to misrepresent the 
character of the opening five lines. 

3 For this section see Ox. Pap. Iv, pp. 1 ff. 
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The only abbreviation which occurs is the normal TH¢?. 
The scribe places diaeresis over initial i and ¥, but has 
employed no punctuation marks. Though the words are 
sometimes separated, this is by no means generally or 
systematically done. In ll. 20, 25, words have been omitted 
but subsequently supplied above the line. In 1. 1 there is 
obviously an uncorrected mistake, as also in 1. 20; and in 
Il. 18, 23 and 31 are eccentricities, a1 for e, € for al, such as 
are common in Egyptian papyri and ostraka. The end of 


_ each Saying® is marked by the coronis y, and is marked off 
- from the following Saying by a paragraphus, a horizontal 
_ stroke drawn from the margin between the two Sayings. 


The use of these signs together with the uncial script, the 
general absence of abbreviations, the systematic use of the’ 
formula Aéyer “Incots before each Saying, and above all the 
presence of a Prologue, prove that 654, like I, is a fragment 
of a literary work’. 


§ 2. THE OXYRHYNCHUS COLLECTION. 


The results of the preceding section may be summed up 
as follows: (1) both 1 and 654 are fragments from literary 
works, (2) both were written during the third century and 
probably in its earlier half, though 1 is considered by the dis- 


 coverers to be the earlier by a few decades. 


*\ seu.” 


Did these two fragments belong to one Collection? Of 
course they do not come from the same MS., since 1 is from 
a codex and 654 from a roll; but they may represent two 


1 But others may well have occurred in the missing portion of the 


_ papyrus. 


2 In 1. 27 the coronis is placed after the formula \éyee “Insots ob- 
viously by accident, and in 1. 36 at the end of the series of questions put 
by the disciples. 

3 The discoverers (Ox. Pap. Iv, p- t) point out that there is nothing 
at all uncommon in the use of the back of an ephemeral document for a 
literary text. 
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copies of the same document. Now I is numbered ta and 
is therefore the eleventh leaf of a codex: it contains eight 
Sayings. If we allow for the occasional occurrence of longer 
Sayings, such as the second and fifth in 654, we may con- 
clude that on an average each leaf of the codex to which 
1 belonged contained five Sayings: more than fifty Sayings 
must therefore have preceded 1, which, moreover, need not 
have been the last page in the codex, and the Collection which 
it represents must have been a large one. The same may 
be said of the Collection of which 654 is a fragment, for the 
papyrus begins with a formal Prologue which would be un- 
suitable to anything but a work of some length; and the 
text is written on the back of a document which is likely to 
have been a long one’. When we recall further that both 
fragments are of one provenance and are approximately of 
one date, we have a good fvima facie case for treating them 
as parts of one and the same Collection. Internal evidence 
bears this out. (1) The use of Aéyer “Incods absolutely, as a 
formula to introduce Sayings is unique—though this argu- 
ment is not very forcible since the Oxyrhynchus fragments are 
the only extant remains of any formal collection of Sayings 
of Jesus. (2) The peculiar relation of both to the canonical 
Gospels is the same in the character of their divergencies and 
resemblances alike*. (3) Both show distinct traces of the 
influence of Hebrew literature*, (4) The general level of 
thought, the doctrinal development, and the colouring is 
equal in both fragments. And in pure style there is the same 
similarity : if the parallelistic form of the Sayings in I is not 
as uniformly present in 654, this means no more than that 
at some points in his source the compiler of the Collection 
found much, and at others little parallelistic matter; and as 
a matter of fact at least one, if not two, Sayings in 654 are 


1 See Ox. Pap. IV, pp. 2, 10. 


? See § 4 (pp. xxxiv ff.), where this subject is discussed in detail. 
8 Pp. Ixiii ff, 


es ee. 
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cast in this shape (Sayings IV and V). Similarly the presence 
of a context in Saying V (and probably in Saying IT), and the 
greater length of two of the Sayings in 654 are due to purely 
accidental causes. Here the compiler of the Collection might 
find short epigrammatic utterances, here longer Sayings which 
needed something of a context to bring out their meaning, 
—and would wish to include both alike in his “ Treasury.” 

All our evidence then, so far as it goes, distinctly favours 
the supposition that 654 is the first part of a literary Collec- 
tion of Sayings, to which I also belonged. 


§ 3. COLLECTIONS OF SAYINGS IN GENERAL. 


Is the Oxyrhynchus Collection unique in Christian litera- 
ture, or is it but one example of a numerous class? The 
answer to this question must obviously determine the stand- 
point from which we regard this document. And first we 
must remember that Collections of noteworthy Sayings are 
by no means unknown in literature generally. The Jews 
preserved the Sayings of their famous doctors in the Talmud 
and later in the Collection known as Pirke Adoth ; and since 
Jewish colonies were to be found in many parts of Egypt, and 
Jewish influence was necessarily strong in the early Christian 
period, it is not impossible that the Oxyrhynchus Collection 
was formed, directly or indirectly, after a Hebraic model}. 
But it is not necessary to assume this. The Egyptian also 
was naturally inclined to form Collections of Sayings, re- 
cording in aphoristic form the virtues and teaching of famous 


men; and the Apophthegmata Patrum* has come down to us 


as a remarkable fruit of this tendency, while the Precepts of 
Ptah-hotep® is partly preserved to us as a somewhat similar 


1 Lock and Sanday, 7wo Lectures, p. 48. 

2 For a Greek text of the alphabetic recension see Migne’s Patrologia 
Graeca, LXV, cols. 71 ff. On the origin and date of this and other 
recensions see Butler, Laus. Hist. of Palladius, 1, pp. 208 ff. 

3 See Budge, Literature o the Egyptians, pp. 224 ff. To the same 
general class belong the Maxims of Ani (see of. cz¢. pp. 228 ff.). 
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monument from the Dynastic Period. We need not therefore 
go outside Egypt to find the origin of such literature. 

The discoverers have suggested that the Oxyrhynchus Col- 
lection may well have been but one of many such works and 
cite the Zogia of Matthew and the Logia Kyriaka on which 
Papias commented as other examples of Collections of 
Sayings, though they regard the possibility of a connection 
between either of these and the document found by them as 
entirely remote. What, then, was the nature of the two works 
referred to, and were they in their general structure and scope 
similar to the Oxyrhynchus Collection? In this connection 
Dr Lock? has remarked that in the first and second centuries 
the term Adya or 74 Adyta With @eod, or Tod Kupiov, or Kupraxa 
added, generally seems to mean either the Old Testament 
or the whole Gospel message, while the combination Adyjra 
*Inood is never found: accordingly he suggested (in 1897) 
that the true title of the Oxyrhynchus Collection was Aéyou 
*Inood*—a brilliant conjecture which was confirmed by the 
discovery of 654. But Papias* in his notice of Mark’s Gospel 
and Matthew’s Zogia seems to equate Adyor and Adyra, though 
the latter term, no doubt, has the fuller meaning “ éuspived 
Sayings.” I therefore take Adyea and Adyo alike to mean 
“Sayings.” The passage is very important for an investiga- 
tion of the nature of the Zogéa of Matthew and the Logia 
Kyriaka: it may here be quoted in full. xai rod0”’ 6 mpeo- 
Burepos eXeyev- Mapxos pév épynvevtys Iérpov yevopevos oo 
euvnpovevoev axpiBas éypaiev, ov pevtor tager TH Vd TOD 
Xpistod 7) AcxOevra 7} rpaxOévra: ovre yap AKovoey Tod 
Kupiov, ovre rapyxorovOnoey aitd, darepov Sé, ws épnv, Térpw- 
ds mpds tas xpeias érovetro tas SiSacKadlas, GAN ovx WoTep 
ovvrasw Tav Kupiakdv ToLodpevos Aéywv. Gore oddev jMapTrev 


‘ y »” 
Mapxos, ovTws via ypdas ws areuvypovevoev. Evds yap éour- 


1 Two Lectures, p. 16. 


2 For \éyos = ‘ Saying’ (in our sense) cp. Matth. xv 12. 
3 ap. Eusebius H. Z. 111, 39. 15, 16. 
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, a . ze ¥ Los ay 
GaTo Tpovoiav, Tov pydev Gv yKovoev Tapadurelv 7} Weicacbai 
2 > a a \ 2 e , lal / \ a 
TL eV avTols. TavTa pmev ovv toTopyTar To Ilaria wept tod 
ld a a Cy 
Mapxov. epi dé rod MarOaiov tatr’ morn: Mar@aios nae ouv 


|  “EBpatds diadrextw ta Aoyia cvverataro, penavenren & atta ws 


ydvvaro ExacTos. 

I am reminded that the view that Papias’ work dealt not 
with Sayings of our Lord, but with Messianic prophecies— 
which, of course, occupy a larger place in Matthew than in 
any other Gospel—is now gaining considerable ground. It 
is impossible to enter here upon a discussion of the nature 
of Papias’ work ; nor am I qualified todo so. But surely the 
evidence before us goes to show that unrecorded Sayings, 
parables and acts of our Lord were the materials Papias col- 
lected and dealt with. Cp. the words of Eusebius where 
after recording the miraculous deliverance of Justus Barsabas 
he adds: (§ 11) xai adda 82 6 ards wordy éx Tapaddcews aypa- 
gov eis adrov HkovtTa Tapatéeta, évas TE Tas TapaBodas Tod 
cuwTHpos kai didacxadias airod Kai twa adda prOtxwrepa, It is 
difficult to see how such material and traditions, such as the 
death of St John the Divine, the incident of the woman 
* accused of many sins before the Lord” would be fitted into 
a disquisition on Messianic prophecies. Again, Papias as 
reported by Eusebius (111, 39. 4) tells us that: rovs rév rpeo- 
Burépwr avéxpwvov doyous, ti "Avdpéas 7 ti Hérpos etre 7 ri 
Pidurros 7 Ti Owpas 7 laxwBos 7 ri lwavyns 7 MarGaios 7 tus 
érepos Twv TOD Kupiov wabyrav. It is doubtful if he would in 
this way obtain much to enrich a work on Messianic prophe- 
cies; but he would be likely to hear of many unrecorded 
Sayings, Discourses and the like. On the one hand Papias 
seems to disparage a side of Mark’s work: it was com- 
posed for special needs, and the Sayings or discourses of the 


_ Lord were somewhat loosely and disjointedly set down (ody 


aorep ctytagw Tav KuplaKGy tovovpevos AOywv) ; on the other, 
he appears to find Matthew’s work superior in this respect, 
though some difficulty in the rendering or interpretation of 
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it arose from the use of the ‘‘ Hebrew dialect” (Mardatos pev 
obv ‘EBpatd: Suadéxrw ra Adyia ovverdéaro [v.l. cvveypawaro], 
nppnvevoev 8 avra ws ydvvato Exacros). When we recall that 
Papias is commenting on Sayings of the Lord we can hardly 
doubt the reason for this comparison between the two works 
as owtafes Adywv: he is choosing the Lagia of Matthew as 
the subject of his Commentary? and explaining why he pre- 
ferred this work to Mark’s Gospel. The remark jppjvevoev 
8 avra ws ydvvaro éxaoros is accounted for by the fact that 
Papias proposes to give épuyveia of his own: he implies, of 
course, that this interpretation had hitherto been ill done and 
that his own would be authoritative. The Zogza of Matthew 
and the Adyia Kupiaxa on which Papias commented are there- 
fore, on this view, one and the same. 

This identification is also made by Kirsopp Lake on 
different grounds®. It is known that the Commentary of 
Papias was. in five books, and Sir John Hawkins has pointed 
out® that the First Gospel shows signs of an underlying 
document divided into five “‘pereks” or chapters, the ends 
of which appear in Ja?th. vii 28, xi 1, xill 53, xix 1, xxvi I— 
roughly in the form kat éyévero 6re éréhecev Iyaois rovs Adyous 
tovtous..... Presumably the underlying document is the 
Logia of Matthew, a fact which would account for the other- 
wise difficult ascription of the First Gospel to Matthew. - 

The Zogia of Matthew and the ZLogia Kyriaka resolve 
themselves on this argument into Q, the non-Marcan — 
source of the First and Third Gospels. Now though 
there may be some disagreement as to the exact shape and. 


1 Papias clearly worked on the basis of an accepted document and 
grouped his real material round those passages which it seemed to 
supplement and explain. Compare Papias’ own words ovykarardéac 
ais épunvelais, and the account of Eusebius (Z. Z. 111, 39. 11) kal dda 
dé 6 adrds wodv ex mapaddcews dypdpov...rapaTébertat, févas Té Twas 
mapaBoras TOU cwrnpos K.T.D. 

2 Hibbert Journal, W1, pp. 337-8- 

3 Horae Synopticae, 131-5. 
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details of Q, its general form and nature is clear: it con- 
sisted in discourses and parables, with some short Sayings 
and, apparently, brief narrative connections. This is a docu- 
ment totally different from the Oxyrhynchus Collection 


which is a series of short, independent Sayings without any 


connections either of narrative or (apparently) of subject. 
Professor Lake’ has indeed suggested a connection between 
the Oxyrhynchus Sayings and Q by an analysis of Zukei 1-4. 
He points out that in the clause iva émeyvds wept dv Karn- 


—xNOns A6ywv rhv dodadcav, the word xaryny7Oys has a tech- 


nical sound, and asks: can these Adyo be a series of Sayings 
used for the instruction of converts which Luke is providing 
with a historical framework? If so, of Adyou is equivalent to 
Q and was used by Luke directly, while the First Gospel is: 
based upon a recension known as Adyia—the Matthaean 
Logia of Papias. But there is no need to suppose Luke 
means more by Adyor here than “matters,” “subjects” —even 
if xaryx7nOys be given its full technical sense; and in any 
case the Q of Luke like the Q of Matthew (supposing them 


_ to have used different recensions) must still have been totally 


unlike the Oxyrhynchus Collection. 

The Zogia of Matthew, then, together with its equivalents 
and semi-equivalents cannot—so far as our evidence enables 
us to judge—have been in any sense analogous to the 
Oxyrhynchus Sayings. 

Is it possible to discern behind the Synoptic Gospels and 
behind, or independent of, Q a primitive Collection of 
Sayings which is comparable to that of Oxyrhynchus? The 
theory that in the earliest days of Christianity there existed 
a Collection of Sayings was enthusiastically championed by 


Dr Rendel Harris? after the publication of 1, was accepted 


and advanced a stage by Professor Lake® after the appear- 


1 Hibbert Journal, il, p. 337- 
2 Contemp. Rev. 1897, p- 346- 
3 Hibbert Journal, 111, pp. 332 ff. 
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ance of 654, and has even found a follower in Dr Harnack* 
(who identifies this document with Q). Harris pointed out 
that agrapha are quoted by St Paul’, Clement of Rome, and 
Polycarp with an introductory formula which varies but 
little, wherever used, and considered that the constancy 
with which this distinctive formula is used indicates that it 
is borrowed from a Collection of Sayings. The passages in 
question are as follows : 

(1) Acts xx 35 Set...pvnpovetew tadv Adywov Tod kupiov 
"Iycod ore avrés elev: k.t.X. 

(2) i Clem. Rom. X11 padiota pepvnpévor Tdv dOywv Tod 
kupiov “Inood ots €AcAnoev SiddoKwr erieikerav Kai paxpoOupiay’ 
ovTws yap elev K.T.X. 

(3) Jd. XLVI pryoOnte tév Adywov “Inood rod Kuplov ypadv 
eimre yap: KT. 

(4) Polycarp, ad Philipp. 11 pvnpovevovtes 8& dv eimev 6 
KUptos biddoKwv, K.T.A. 

Since, however, Polycarp appears to have borrowed 
both formula and agraphon from Clement, St Paul and 
Clement of Rome stand alone as authorities for this 
formula. Professor Lake® claims that in the Prologue of 
654 we have another example of this citation-formula and 
one which by its position at the head of a series of Sayings 
vindicates Harris’ theory in the most striking way. And 
indeed at first sight the words obrot of Adyou...o8s eAdAnoev 
Inoots...xat eirev seem to lie very near to the introduction 
used by St Paul and Clement. Closer examination does 
not confirm this. In St Paul and in Clement 6ru cfev 
(or its equivalent) is always epexegetic of ot Adyo., whereas 
the author of the Prologue makes oi Aéyou cover the whole 
Collection, and uses xal efrev to introduce a casual citation © 

1 The Sayings of Jesus (E.T.), pp. 188-9. 

* St Paul has another logion (but without formula) in 1 Cor. xiii 2 


kav &xw wacay thy wlorw wore bpn meOiordvew (cf, Matth. xxi 21). 
3 Hibbert Journal, Wt, 334. 


i 


eo 2 


INTRODUCTION XXxi 


intended to clinch a point which he is driving home. The 
Prologue of 654 cannot therefore be held to support 
Dr Harris’ theory. 

The main position moreover is open to attack from more 
than one side. Clement’s earlier citation does not seem to 
be a Zogos at all (in the technical sense) for the writer clearly 
indicates that it is taken from a discourse on émeécea and 
paxpoOvpia: and there is nothing to show that the same 
may not be true of the remaining examples. Again, the 
“formula” is by no means necessarily borrowed from a 
Collection : in itself it is a natural hieratic form such as 
would, when once established, come in very general use’. 
But above all we find the “ formula” or very close approxi- 
mations to it in the Gospels and elsewhere in contexts 
which do not allow us to regard it as a loan fram a Collec- 
tion of our Lord’s Sayings. 

(1) Luke xxii 61 kat vrepvycGn 6 Iérpos rod pyparos rod 
Kupiov ws elev avT@ Grt.... 

(2) Ld. xxiv 6 prjcOyre ws eXddycer vpiv...déyov.... 

(3) 2b. 44 obro of Adyou pov ots eAdAyoa. mpos Vpas OTL... 

(4) Acts xi 16 vreuvycOyv. dé Tod pyparos Kupiov vis EXeyer: 
*lwavys pev éBamricev vdare.... 

(5) John xv 20 pvnpovevere Tod hoyov ov ey elrov bir. 

(6) Jd. xvi 4 dXAG Tatra Nehadyxa iva... uvnpoverynte avTav 
Ort éyw elrov viv. 

(7) fie A Epes dé, dyaryrol, prisias TOV pnmaTwV TOV 
mpoElpnyLEevov vo TOV arooroAwv.. OTL éXeyov vpty.. 


(8) Clem. Hom. X1X 20 pepvnpeba rod Kupiov teal Kat 
SidacKkdAov ws évreAAOpevos clrev Hpiv.... 
(9) Epiphanius, Aaer. LXIV 5 prvypovevere Tdv hoywv 


s g 2 N L 
KUpLoU OTL QUTOS €LTTEV.... 


1 Just as ‘You will remember how our Lord says ” is a stock pulpit- 


phrase at the present day. 
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Of these passages (8) alone introduces an agraphon (pre- 
viously overlooked in this connection), and if we are to 
maintain that the “formula” is still derived from a Collec- 
tion, we must be equally prepared to maintain the proba- 
bility that our Lord (as in 3, 5 and 6) and the angels at the 
Sepulchre (as in 2) would be represented as quoting a 
citation-formula from a Collection; we must explain why 
Luke uses it in (1) as part of his ordinary narrative, and 
why Peter in (4) uses it to preface a Saying which he 
remembers to have heard himself from Jesus. Are we, 
lastly, to infer from (7) that there was also a Collection of 
Sayings of the Apostles introduced by the same formula? 
The example quoted from Epiphanius gives the key to the 
whole matter. Formula and citation are there borrowed 
from Acts xx 35, and we have already seen that Polycarp 
borrows the formula (with an agraphon) from Clement of 
Rome. The form of citation is solemn and impressive and, 
as we have said, once it had taken root, it would spread 
widely. It is by no means unlikely that Luke—who has no 
less than five examples—was the first to make it current 
coin; but in its origin it seems to be merely a natural 
homiletic expression. May it not be that Luke learnt it 
from St Paul himself, not at Ephesus alone, but in the 
general course of his preaching, absorbed it into his own 
literary stock, and so passed it on to other writers? We. 
conclude, then, that the citation-formula of Paul and 
Clement cannot be held to be evidence for the existence 
of a Collection of Sayings—much less of a Collection 
analogous in type to the Oxyrhynchus Sayings of Jesus. 
Lastly, can we discern such a primitive Collection in the 
two sources of the Synoptic Gospels, Mark and Q? The 
second of these contained a number of Sayings which are 
short, epigrammatic, and often parallelistic in form: Luke 
vi 27 ff. and AZatth. v 13 ff. may be mentioned as special 
repositories of such Sayings. These Jogo? are exactly what 
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we should expect to find in a primitive Collection. In many 
cases they are quite arbitrarily introduced without context, 
and in others owe their grouping to an editor’s striving 
after owvragis. The probability that these isolated Jogot 
are derived from a Collection is greatly strengthened when 
we turn to the second Gospel. Mark shows a decided 
partiality to the historic present ; yet in ch. iv we find a 
series of Sayings—of which the first two (vv. 21-23 and 
24-25) have only a verbal connection, and the second pair 
(vv. 26—29 and 30-32) though linked by their common 
subject (the kingdom of Heaven), cannot well have been 
uttered on a single occasion—preceded in each case by the 
formula kat €Xeye’. Now this formula “he used to say” or 
“he was saying ” is precisely that used to introduce supple- 
mentary Sayings of Jewish Rabbis in such a work as the 
Pirke Aboth from which Dr Burney? quotes as an example 
“Hillel said...He used to say....” In the corresponding 
Lucan passage (Zwke vili 16-18) these remarkable intro- 
ductions have been improved away. While, therefore, we 
are far from possessing complete proof, the character of the 
isolated Sayings and the Marcan use of the formula xat 
é\cye make it probable that here at last we have traces of a 
primitive Collection which was used by Mark and by the 
compiler of Q or, as we may say, by Matthew in compiling 
his Zogza. 

Assuming for purposes of argument that this primitive 
Collection is now proved to have existed, what are we to 
say of its relation to the Oxyrhynchus Collection? First, 
the Egyptian example is not derived from the primitive 
document: it is based—as we shall see—on the Gospels 
and, indeed, contains elements which are obviously later 
than anything in either Matthew or Luke, nor could we well 


1 Should wv. 2ff., 9 and 11 be included in this series? 
2 Ap. Lock and Sanday, 7wo Lectures, p. 47- See also Taylor, 


Oxyrhynchus Logia, pp. 25-6. 


XXXIV INTRODUCTION 


imagine the Oxyrhynchus Collection to be a recension in the 
light of later thought and more developed theology of such 
_a primitive Collection. Can we then regard these Collec- 
tions as two links in a chain, and suppose that the inter- 
vening links—a greater or less number of other Collections 
—have been lost to us? In that case the Oxyrhynchus 
Sayings would be, at least indirectly, modelled after the 
primitive Collection, and the new matter in them, where 
not demonstrably of later date, would acquire a very 
weighty claim to historicity. But this is improbable: a 
number of Collections covering the period from the earliest 
days of Christianity could hardly have perished without 
leaving other traces and without the slightest literary 
notice’. It is far more likely that the Oxyrhynchus Collec- 
tion was made at a time when the primitive Collection 
had been absorbed into the Synoptic Gospels and utterly 
forgotten, by some person familiar with the Jewish and 
Egyptian practice of treasuring up the pregnant Sayings of 
famous teachers. So regarded, it would be but an uncon- 
scious revival of the primitive Christian Collection, and its 
true model would be Jewish or Egyptian. 


§ 4. RELATION TO THE CANONICAL GOSPELS. 


The most hasty glance at the text of the two Oxyrhynchus 
fragments is sufficient to show that the Collection stood in 
intimate, but somewhat peculiar, relation to the Canonical 
Gospels. If the nature of this relation can be determined, 
we shall have achieved a distinct step towards ascertaining 
the position of the Sayings in Christian literature and their 
date, and, it may be, we shall find in our hands a clue to 
their origin. ; 

In the first place we can say positively that the Sayings 
are not extracts from the Canonical Gospels. Some of the 


1 Unless indeed \é-you in Luke i 4 be a reference; though Luke seems 
to derive all his /ogo¢ from Mark or from Q. 
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Sayings are completely new: others, indeed, approach one 
or other of the Gospels very nearly at certain points, but 
with such differences as preclude not only the theory of 
direct extraction but even of loose citation. 

What connection, then, if any, exists between the Oxy- 
rhynchus Collection and the Fourth Gospel? In their 
general character the Sayings are clearly Synoptic rather 
than Johannine. In the Prologue, indeed, we have what 
appears to be a direct citation from John; but this owes 
its position to the compiler of the Collection, and therefore 
stands quite apart from the Sayings themselves. In fact 
the two fragments do not contain a single passage which 
can be regarded as derived either from the Fourth Gospel 
or from any other Johannine work. And though in 654 
(1. 20) I have ventured on a conjecture which lies very 
near to a passage in the First Epistle of St John, I do 
not suppose that the restoration—should it ever be vindi- 
cated—was derived either directly or indirectly from that 
work: so impressive a dictum as “we abide in Him and He 
in us” cannot have appeared for the first time in St John’s 
Gospel, but (historicity apart) must have its roots in very 
early times; and I do not see why the Oxyrhynchus Col- 
lection may not have been indebted to the same source 
(whether traditional or documentary) as St John, or to 
some nearly related source. At the same time Johannine 
influence is distinctly traceable in the Sayings. The most 
important mark of this influence is to be found in Saying VIII 
(Logion III) where the expression év capxi apOnv atrois 


distinctly implies, though it need not there consciously 


insist upon, the doctrine of Pre-existence, ‘a doctrine which 
is quite foreign to the Synoptics: perhaps, too, the mystical 
philosophy of the latter part of Saying II (so far as it is 
extant) is also to be accounted Johannine. More numer- 
ous are expressions and phrases which are characteristic 
of the Johannine period. Harnack has remarked that in 


XXXVI INTRODUCTION 


Saying VII (Logion II) 6 xécpos is used in its Johannine 
sense of all that is foreign and must remain foreign to the 
Christian, and if in the same Saying deoOa roy warépa can 
be paralleled in St Matthew, the Synoptic use of the phrase 
is altogether exceptional while in St John it is normal. In 
Saying VIII (Logion III) év capxi wpOjvar not only indicates 
a Johannine doctrine, but verbally also is characteristic of 
the same movement. (Dr Sanday compares 1 Zim. ili 16; 
1 John iv 2; 2 John 7.) The use of dupa similarly betrays 
Johannine influence; but if the view expressed in the Com- 


mentary is right, and there is some sort of a literary debt 


to Isaiah, it marks incipient rather than fully developed 
Johannism. Finally, Saying X (Logion V), though apparently 
connected with Matthew so far as form is concerned, is 
Johannine in spirit (cf. Joh xiv 18; xvi 32). 

A fairly definite conclusion may be drawn from these 
facts: Johannine influence is distinctly present, though 
definite dependence on any of the Johannine works or 
literary use of any of them is not likely. Nor is this ten- 
dency a vital element in the Sayings, but belongs to their 
colouring rather than to their substance. On a general view 
we might say that the Sayings were formed at a period 
when Johannism was already in the air but still nascent 
and undeveloped, or if we hold that Johannine thought is 
essentially the product of one master mind, that they were 
shaped in a locality which lay back from the stream and 
was only reached by ripples of Johannine thought. 

The relation of the Sayings is therefore with the Synoptics". 
Of these, Mark may be dismissed at once. There is no 
Saying which finds a parallel in Mark alone, none whose 
phraseology is distinctively that of the second Gospel. But 
with Matthew and with Luke the Sayings are very intimately 
connected. The first clause of Saying I recalls {yretre Kat 


} The relations of the Sayings to the Synoptics are discussed in detail 
in the Commentary on each Saying. 
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evpyoere which is common to both Matthew and Luke, and, 
though it need not be dependent upon either, the probability 
that it is an amplification of the canonical version is strong. 
The earlier part of Saying II, though apparently in literary 
dependence on /oé, is likely to have been suggested by 
Matih. vi 25 ff., but has a definite point of contact with 
Luke in the phrase 7 BactArcia évrds iudv éori. On the other 
hand the ending of Saying III definitely follows JZatth. 
xix 30, as against Luke xiv 30, while Saying IV is com- 
pounded of elements derived from both Matthew and Luke 
(Commentary, p. 18). Saying V again seems to be closely 
parallel to Matthew in its substance, and probably in its 
wording also, though the extreme mutilation of the papyrus 
forbids a confident conclusion. Saying VI (Logion 1) agrees 
exactly with Zwke so far as it is preserved. In Sayings VII- 
IX (Logia II-IV) there is nothing to indicate a direct debt 
to either Matthew or Luke, though Saying VII (Logion II), 


as Harnack has pointed out, contains phrases which are 


characteristic of the Synoptics. Saying X (Logion V) is 
certainly connected with Matthew’s “‘ Where two or three 
are gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst,” 
but diverges from it so markedly that the relation may not 
be immediate. With Sayings XI and XII (Logia VI and VII) 


-we are on firmer ground: the former is undoubtedly con- 


nected with Zwfe alone, as is proved by (1) the use of dexrds, 
and (2) the manipulation of the physician-proverb; the latter 
is a contamination of a Saying peculiar to Matthew, with 
elements drawn from the Matthaean version of the parable 
of the Wise and Foolish Housebuilders. 

Such in brief review is the relation between the Sayings 
and the Gospels. Three conclusions stand out clearly: 
(z) there are instances of literary dependence on the part of 
the Sayings upon Matthew and Luke ; (2) there is no clear 
trace of Marcan influence ; and (3) Johannine influence has 
occasionally coloured the Sayings, but is superficial; and 
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the Sayings are nowhere in literary dependence on the 
Johannine books. 


§ 5. THE NATURE OF THE COLLECTION. 


Three main views have been formulated as to the nature 
and origin of the Oxyrhynchus Sayings. First, they have 
been thought to constitute a genuine and independent Col- 
lection; that is, a Collection of Sayings hitherto current 
orally and by tradition independently of written documents. 
On another explanation the Sayings, while containing a 
large element of accretion due to the mind of their editor 
(or, perhaps, gathered in the course of tradition), spring 
ultimately from the Canon. Others regard the Collection 
as a thesaurus derived from one or more of the uncanonical 
Gospels. 

The first view is based by the discoverers upon two main 
arguments. (1) ‘The primitive cast and setting of the 
Sayings, the absence of any consistent tendency in favour 
of any particular sect, the wide divergence in the familiar 
Sayings from the text of the Gospels, the striking character 
of those which are new, combine to separate the fragment [1] 
from the Apocryphal literature of the middle and latter half 
of the second century and to refer it back to a period when 
the Canonical Gospels had not yet reached their pre-eminent 
position’.” (2) The reference to St Thomas in the Prologue 
of 654 as the authority for the Sayings makes it impossible 
to believe that the Collection could have been derived from 
an apocryphal Gospel: such a fraud would have been de- 
tected at once®. 

That the Sayings are in some sense primitive is, of course, 
true; but the epithet is relative, and though the Sayings are 
undoubtedly primitive as compared with apocryphal litera- 
ture generally, they are as certainly not primitive when 


1 AdyiaInoov, p. 16. © Ox, LAP. IV De 1GE 
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compared with the Synoptic Gospels—unless indeed the 
evidence summed up in the preceding section can be proved 
to be misleading. The very divergencies of the Sayings 
from their Synoptic parallels point the same way in as much 
as they are traceable to the context of the authentic Saying, 
or are the result of conflation with another Synoptic Saying 
(see especially Sayings IV, XI and XII). Moreover, there 
are in the Sayings clear signs of a somewhat later plane of 
thought than that of the Synoptic Gospels, signs such as 
the sense in which 6 xécpos is used in Saying VII (Logion II) 
or as the doctrine of Pre-existence implied in Saying VIII 
(Logion III). It would indeed be difficult to regard the 
Sayings as derived from any documentary source if we could 
accept the discoverers’ view that according to the Prologue 
the Sayings were addressed to Thomas, or to Thomas and 
one or more other of the disciples. But the Sayings them- 
selves are addressed sometimes in the znd person singular, 
sometimes in the plural, and are sometimes quite neutral ; 
and one at least is in answer to a question put by the dis- 
ciples as a body (Saying V). They can hardly be said to be 
addressed exclusively to one (or two) persons. Moreover, in 
the Commentary on the Prologue I have shown reason for 
believing that the Prologue made no such claim to the 
authority of Thomas, but merely mentions the apostle in- 
cidentally. We cannot, then—at least for the reasons stated 
by the first editors—accept the Collection as genuine and 
independent. 

In view of their common quality, Dr Sanday regards the 
Sayings as the work of a single mind, starting as a rule from 
a genuine Saying but working it up in a sense of its own: 
the individual stamp which they show belongs to a later 
generation and to a more developed stage of reflection than 
do the authentic Sayings’. But while Dr Sanday believes 
them to have originated under conditions of thought which 


1 Two Lectures, pp+ 34-35+ 
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the Gospels had created, he considers that direct literary 
use of the Canonical books is not probable’. 

This view can be accepted as it stands except in so far 
as it denies the direct literary dependence of the Sayings 
upon the Gospels. The question has already been considered 
generally in the section on the Relation to the Canonical 
Gospels, and the particular instances of dependence are 
examined in detail in the Commentary: we need only 
repeat here that literary dependence seems to be the only 
explanation which will meet the double fact that the corre- 
spondences, when they occur, are very close and often 
extend even to minute points, as in Saying VI (Logion I), 
and that the divergencies are clearly intentional and cal- 
culated either to give a new direction to the Sayings, or 
(apparently) to adapt it to a new context. 

We are now reduced to a choice between two alternatives. 
Either the Collection is entirely spurious and is a literary 
invention by a writer of the early second century who set 
himself to invent Sayings and made some use of Synoptic 
materials in order to make his work seem genuine; or the 
Collection is a Treasury of Sayings culled from one or more 
of the Apocryphal Gospels. The evidence which supports 
the second alternative excludes the former. Now in an 
independent Collection (whether spurious or genuine) each 
Saying must be complete in itself and will reveal no traces 
of a context: in a Collection of extracts, however, some 
Sayings may be quite self-contained, but others may be 
expected to show signs of the context from which they have 
been torn. The Oxyrhynchus Sayings seem to show such 
signs of extraction. Saying I is, of course, complete in 
itself, though we know from Clement of Alexandria that 
it was actually an extract (see Commentary). The second 
is too mutilated to admit of absolute certainty, but the 
question “Who are they who draw us?” postulates a 
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preceding Saying or discourse in which a reference made to 
ot EXxovres provoked the question. The third Saying (see 
Commentary) has all the air of being derived from a narrative 


_ passage parallel to one or other of the Synoptic incidents 


dealing with the seeking for precedence. Saying IV is 
certainly addressed to an individual—a mark of precision 
which is not in the least likely to have survived in a purely 
independent Saying—and is therefore to be accounted an 
extract: I may perhaps be allowed to draw attention to 
my attempt to restore this Saying to its original context. 
The discoverers have rightly remarked that the context of 
Saying V, which the compiler was obliged to retain in order 
to make his Saying intelligible, may be made to furnish an 
argument either for or against the theory of extraction’. 
None the less, this Saying is probably an extract: it begins 
with a very forcible verb, é€era€ovow, for which the discoverers 
compare John xxi 12 ovdels dé érédApa tdv pabyrav eéeraoa 
avtév. The meaning in both cases is more than “to ask 
him”: it is rather “to examine him strictly,” with a view to 
clearing up uncertainty or difficulty or mystery. This being 
so, we are forced to conclude that the Saying once had 
a context representing something to have been said or done 
by Jesus which caused the disciples to inquire what was his 
precise teaching on prayer, fasting and the like. Saying VI 
is addressed in the second person singular; but the use 
here may be purely rhetorical, unless the missing first half 
gave the extant fragment a new and more particular direction. 
But this will not apply to Saying XIII (Logion VIII): here, 
as in Saying IV, it seems clear that an individual is addressed, 
and we feel a curious sense of incompleteness in the absence 
of the circumstances in which the Saying was uttered and 
have to paraphrase it in order to understand its meaning. 
We should understand better what is signified by ‘hearing 
with one ear’ if we knew for certain what called forth the 


1 Ox. Pap. IV, p- 15. 
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rebuke. The remainder of the Sayings are quite neutral ; 
but the instances in which the loss of a context is more or 
less clearly indicated are sufficient to create a very strong 
presumption that the Oxyrhynchus Sayings are in fact 
extracts. 


§6. RELATION TO THE APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS. 


In the preceding section I have shown reason for believing 
that the Sayings are extracts ; and as they cannot have been 
derived from the Canonical Gospels, their only possible 
source is one or more of the Apocryphal Gospels. In this 
connection Dr M. R. James has suggested that we probably 
have to do with more than a single source and that several 
Gospels may have been laid under contribution’; but the 
definite homogeneity of the Sayings alike in style, in 
method of composition, and in level of thought is fatal 
to this view which can, indeed, rank as little more than 
a-guess without further precision as to what the plural 
Gospels were. 

It would, perhaps, be generally conceded by those critics 
who regard the Sayings as extracts that only three of the 
various sources which have been suggested any longer have 
a serious claim to consideration—the Gosfel of Thomas, and 
the Gospels according to the Egyptians and the Hebrews*.. 

A connection between the Sayings and the Gospel of 
Thomas is somewhat favourably regarded by the discoverers® 
for the twofold reason that in the Prologue the Sayings are 
attributed to Thomas, and that the Saying “the Kingdom 
of Heaven is within you” is thought to have occurred in 


l Contemp. Review, 1897, p. 157. 

* Zahn’s view that the Ebionite Gospel was the source of the Sayings 
would be very plausible (compare Saying VII with the agraphon quoted 
by Epiphanius in Haer. xxx, 16) were it not that the Christology of . 
that Gospel is irreconcilable with that of Saying X. 

3 Ox, Pap. IV, pp. 18-19. 
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some form in the Gospel of Thomas as well as in the 
Sayings. The former of these, however, is pure conjecture : 
the attribution of the Sayings to Thomas depends on a 
restoration of the text of the Prologue which, as I .think, 
can no longer be maintained ; and as I have shown in the 
Commentary a more natural and less dangerous supplement 
is possible. The second piece of evidence advanced by the 
discoverers must also be rejected ; first, because Hippolytus’ 
gives no ground for believing that 7 évrés dvOpurov Bacwreta 
is other than a reference to the well-known Saying in Luke 
(see Commentary on Saying II) ; and secondly because the 
: extant recensions of the Gospel of Thomas are confined to 
a narrative of the childhood of Jesus and no evidence exists 
to show that in its original form the Gospel had any wider 
scope, while the Saying about the Kingdom of Heaven can- 
not have occurred in a narrative of the childhood. And 
further, the agraphon actually quoted by Hippolytus from 
the Gospel of Thomas pe 6 Cotdv eipnoen ev maidiows dard 


_ érav érrd would seem to indicate that in its original form as 


used by the Naasenes this document was no more than a 
Childhood-Gospel. 

On the other hand Dr Taylor? has shown that there are 
some points of contact between the Sayings and the extant 
versions of the Gospel of Thomas. Is it then possible to 
maintain with any show of plausibility that the Sayings? 
which show connection with the Gospel may have actually 
been derived from that Gospel in its primitive form? This 
must be answered in the negative. Not only is it almost or 
quite certain that the original Gospel of Thomas was a 
_ Gospel of the Childhood in which most, if not all, of the 
_ Oxyrhynchus Sayings could never have occurred, but the 
relevant passages in the extant versions of the Gospel are 
so few and so slight, and their contexts are so obviously 


1 Refut. V, 7. 2 Oxyrh. Logia, pp. 90-93: 
% See Commentary on Sayings I, VIII and X. 
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irreconcilable with those of the Sayings which they recall, 
that they can be regarded as no more than reminiscences 
due directly or indirectly to the Sayings or to their source: 
no exercise of ingenuity can make it seem even possible 
that Saying VIII (Logion III), for example, took the place 
in the original Gospel of the Saying’ viv xaprodopeitwoav 
Ta od, kal Brerérwoay of tupAoi TH Kapdia. 

The claim of the Gospel according to the Egyptians to be 
considered the source of the Sayings has been maintained 
by Harnack*, Badham, Taylor and others. Harnack is 
satisfied that the Sayings are extracts, and that their source 
was a Gospel of Synoptic type. He goes on to indicate 
that the citations* in the ps.-Clementine Second Epistle to the 
Corinthians bear the same relation to the Synoptic Gospels 
as do the Sayings in their well-defined dependence upon 
Matthew and Luke. All this coincides with the view which 
I had formed independently, save only in one particular. 
Not only do ps.-Clement’s citations resemble the Sayings in 
their relation to Matthew and Luke, but also in the peculiar 
character of their divergencies from the Synoptic writers‘. 
Perhaps the most notable of these citations is the following 
(xii 2): émepwrnfels yap adtds 6 Kipios iad twos wére HEE 
aired 1 Bacrreia, elrev> drav éorau Ta dvo ev, Kat Td ew ws TO 
€ow, Kal TO apoev peta THS Ondelas ovTE dpoev ovTE OAAV. 

This Saying closely resembles the concluding part of a 
fragment from the Gospel according to the Egyptians quoted 
by Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 11, 9, 64) Saddpun dyoi- 
Meéypt tivos ot avOpwror droPavotvrat ;...dmrexpivato 6 KUpLos* 
Méxpis dv rixtwow ai yuvaixes: (id. 11, 9, 63) #AOov [yap] 
katadioar Ta epya Tis Ondeias. (2d. 111, 9, 66) Kadds odv 


éroinga pa) Texodvoa ;...apeiPerar Aéywv 5 kipios: lacav pdye 


1 Evang. Thom. A, viii (ed. Tischendorff). 
2 Op. cit. pp. 26 ff. 

3 Preuschen, Antilegomena, pp. 32-3. 

4 See esp. Preuschen, p. 32, no. ro. 
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Bordvnv, tiv 8& mixpiay éxovoay py ddyys. (dd. 111, 13, 92) 
tuvOavopévys THS Larduns ore yrwo Oynoerat (yevjoerar: Zahn) 
Ta epi dv ypeTo, py 6 KUpios* “Otay 7d THs aicxdvys évdvpa 
maryonte Kal orav yevntar Ta dvo Ev, Kal TO appev peta Tis 
Ondeias ovre appev ovre OFdv. But can it be held that ps.- 
Clement’s citation is identical with this fragment? The 
divergencies between the two are such as can scarcely be 
reconciled by the theory of quotation from memory. 


(i) ps.-Clement’s context is purely Lucan: in’xii 13 and 
xviii 18 Luke records inquiries addressed to our Lord by “a 
certain man”; and in xviii 20 precisely the same question as 
that recorded by ps.-Clement is asked ; though Luke ascribes 
itto the Pharisees’. Contrast this with the fragment from the 
Egyptian Gospel. Salome inquires: When the things about 
which she asked shall be known (or shall come to pass) ? 
Her question was: “ How long shall men die?” This may 
be ultimately equivalent to “When shall the kingdom of 
God come? ”, but formally the two are so remote that it is 
extremely doubtful if ps.-Clement would have treated them 
as synonymous. And would he have been likely to have 
forgotten who put this question? It is vastly more probable 
that the author of the Egyptian Gospel substituted Salome 
for the indefinite interlocutor of ps.-Clement’s source’. 


(ii) Further, ps.-Clement has nothing to correspond to the 
remarkable clause concerning trampling upon the garment 
of shame. It is not likely to have escaped his memory if it 
stood in his original, and why should he suppress it? So far 
indeed is the Clementine citation from being identical with 
the passage from the Egyptian Gospel, that the former 
appears to stand to the latter rather in the relation of grand- 
father ; for the Gospel-fragment discovered by Grenfell and 
Hunt (Ox. Pap. 1v, no. 655, ll. 17 ff.) has a passage which 
seems to stand between the two under consideration. On 
the one hand the context A¢yovow ard of pabyTai avtod- 

1 See Resch, Agrapha, p. 196. 2 Resch, of. ctt. 203. 
w. ad 
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more Hyuiv eudavis toe kal wore oe dyopeba ; seems closely 
related to the Clementine version!; but on the other, the 
actual Saying Aéyer Stay exdvonobe Kai pi) aicxuvOijre... 
betrays kinship with the Egyptian Gospel. 


(iii) Again, ps.-Clement has the clause: “and that which 
is without as that which is within”—a clause which the 
Egyptian Gospel omits. This omission can only be explained 
(as I believe) on Resch’s theory? as deliberate in order to 
give a purely Encratite meaning to a Saying whose original 
significance*® was that the kingdom of God will come when 
all differences and barriers are broken down. 

In view of these divergencies the conclusion that the 
Clementine version is not only not to be identified with that 
of the Egyptian Gospel but stands at least two stages above 
it, seems inevitable. Harnack’s argument that the ps.-Cle- 
mentine citations were derived from the Egyptian Gospel* 
rested solely upon the assumed identity of the Clementine 
with the Egyptian version: if this may now be taken as dis- 
proved, his attribution of the Sayings to the Egyptian Gospel 
on the grounds already stated must fall to the ground. 

We may add the following considerations : (i) if the passage 
in ii Clem. x11 2 were proved to be a loose citation of the 
Egyptian Gospel, this would not necessarily imply that all 
the citations were from that source ; for apart from its con- 
text the Saying is rather Pauline than Synoptic. (ii) Though 
in view of their common quality the Sayings certainly conform 
to one Zyfe, this need not imply that they necessarily came 
from one and the same document. The citation in ii Clem. 
v 2 may be referred on structural grounds to the Gospel 


} Immediately before the citation ps.-Clem. says: émeid} odk ofdamev 
Ti Huépay Tihs éripavelas Tod Oeod. 

2 Resch, of. cit. p. 202. 

® For the elements in and interpretation of this Saying, cp. Resch, 
op. cit. 197 ff. 

* And, we may add, his theory of the Synoptic character of that Gospel. 
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according to the Hebrews as I have pointed out elsewhere!— 
a view which is perhaps strengthened by the fact that it is 
immediately followed (in v 5) by an oblique citation of a 
passage known to come from that Gospel?. 

Before we leave this matter, however, we must consider 
the view of Dr Armitage Robinson* who, without committing 
himself to Harnack’s theory as to the source of the Sayings 
as a whole, considers that Sayings VII and X (Logia II 
and V) at least may be from the Egyptian Gospel. Clement 
of Alexandria‘ in his discussion of the subject of marriage 


_ seems to meet an objection based upon a saying similar to 


the first half of Saying X (Logion V), and further on in the 
same argument mentions Julius Cassianus as quoting the 
Salome dialogue from the Egyptian Gospel. Clement then 
quotes the passage from Isaiah dealing with the eunuchs 
and their Sabbath-keeping and winds up with an allegorical 
interpretation of the eunuchs as keeping Sabbath by refraining 


from sin: ‘Blessed are they,” he concludes, “who fast 
from the world.” Dr Armitage Robinson argues that, 


while certainty is impossible, Clement is probably dealing 
with not one but three citations from the Egyptian Gospel. 


_ This probability may be admitted; but the admission 


does not involve the attribution of Sayings VII and X 


_ to the Egyptian Gospel. As I have tried to show in the 
- Commentary on the latter of these Sayings, the Saying with 
which Clement had to deal had a reference not only to 


One and Two, but also to Three which is lacking in the 
Oxyrhynchus Saying though it is found in a version quoted 
by Ephraem Syrus. If therefore the Saying with which 


Clement deals actually occurred in the Egyptian Gospel, 


1 /.T.S. XIV, 401-2. 

2 ij Clem. Vv 2 4 6 éxaryyeNa Tod Xpiorod peyddn kal Gavpacrh éorw 
xal dvdmavots THs wehdovons Bacrrelas Kal fwijs alwvlov. 

3 Expositor, 1897, pp- 417 ff. 

4 Strom. Il, passim. — 
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we may be sure that the Sayings are not derived from that 
document, since it is there found in an extended and more 
developed form. Neither does it seem likely that Clement’s 
blessing on ‘those who fast from the world” is directly 
derived from our Saying. If Iam not mistaken in my inter- 
pretation of Saying VII, Clement’s allegorical explanation of 
the terms “Sabbath” and the “fast from the world” is 
altogether later than the sense in which they are used in the 
Saying: and, as I have argued in the Commentary, the 
positive beatitude “Blessed are they who fast from the 
world” is probably a direct quotation (whether from the 
Egyptian Gospel or no), and is therefore not to be identified 
with the converse form “ Unless ye fast the world, ye shall 
not find the kingdom of God” of the Oxyrhynchus Saying. 
Lastly, Mr Badham! finds that in “their seeming Gnosti- 
cism, their asceticism, the country where this papyrus was 
discovered, and, above all, some remarkable points of contact 
with the Pistis Sophia and allied works, no other source 
than the Egyptian Gospel seems possible” for the Sayings. 
First of all we may dismiss the argument from the place of 
origin: hitherto many Gospel fragments have been found in 
Egypt but not one which can pretend to come from the 
Gospel according to the Egyptians, a work which seems, 
indeed, never to have been so very popular in Egypt and 
to have been the treasure of a sect rather than of a Church. 
As to the alleged asceticism of the Sayings, it is non-existent. 
The fast towards the world of Saying VII means no more 
than abstention from sin as the thing symbolised in the 
rite of fasting, and in Saying V fasting is regarded only as 
one of the normal religious observances to be performed 
sincerely and without ostentation. Finally, there is the Gnos- 
ticism which Mr Badham sees in Saying VIII (Logion III): _ 
“Christ refers back to the days of His flesh in a way which 
distinctly implies some occasion between the Resurrection 


1 Athenaeum, Aug. 7, 1897. 
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_ and Ascension” and “from the ‘ Pistis Sophia’ and Irenaeus 


we know what an attraction the Gnostics found in this 
interval.” How unfounded this view is will become clear 
(I think) to anyone who will weigh the considerations put 
forward in the Commentary on Saying VIIL I need only 
repeat here how inappropriate the expression “My soul 
grieveth over the sons of men” would be in the mouth of 
the risen Christ. 

To sum up. We have now examined the arguments by 


_ which Harnack, Robinson and Badham have sought to 
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refer the Sayings to the Gospel according to the Egyptians, 


and as a result we find (a) that the passages in the Sayings 
which have been thought to correspond with citations from 
the Egyptian Gospel certainly cannot be identified with these 


citations; (4) that while the Egyptian Gospel approached 


such works as the /7stis Sophia in character, the Sayings 
are strictly of Synoptic type and unmarked by any Gnostic 


or Encratite traits. In a word, the Egyptian Gospel was 
certainly not the source of our Sayings. 


We turn, then, to the Gospel according to the Hebrews 
which was claimed as the source of the Sayings by Batiffol 
immediately after the discovery of 1. But before we review 
the evidence which points to this Gospel as the source of 


_ our Sayings, we must clear the ground by ascertaining what 
we mean by the Hebrew Gospel. For Bartlet’, accepting 
_ Dr Sanday’s view as to the formation of the Sayings, has 


taken up a much more advanced position and claims that 
Ox. Pap. 1, 654 and 655 are fragments of a Gospel (as 
opposed to a Collection of Sayings) which is an Alexandrine 
Gospel according to the Hebrews and to be distinguished 


from the Palestinian Gospel known to Origen and to Jerome. ° 


Now the character of Ox. Pap. 655 is quite unmistake- 


able: it is that of a Gospel in the ordinary sense of the 


term. Though its matter is wholly discourse, it is continuous. 
1 Contemp. Rev. 1905, pp. 116 ff.; Rev. of Theol. and Philos. 3, p. 16. 
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The change of subject in 1. 17 is no more significant than is 
a new paragraph in the Canonical Gospels; and though it 
may be argued that the general form of ll. 17-20 corre- 
sponds so exactly to that of Saying V as to suggest that 
that passage is merely one of a string of Sayings, this corre- 
spondence proves nothing: it is more likely that Saying V 
was extracted with its context because of its compact form 
and because the context was necessary, than that 655 is to 
be regarded as a string of Sayings merely because one of 
the Sayings it includes forms with its context an independent 
paragraph cast in the same shape as the fifth Oxyrhynchus 
Saying. 

The fatal objection to Bartlet’s theory, however, lies in 
another direction. In 654 we have the beginning of a 
document stated in the Prologue to contain Sayings and 
not a Gospel (Adyou: contrast Mark i 1), and consisting in a 
series of Sayings which exhibit only the loosest connection, 
ifany, with one another. Moreover, these Sayings.are care- 
fully marked off from one another not only by the intro- 
ductory formula Aéyer “Inoots, but also by the orthographic 
coronis and paragraphus. In 1, a fragment from a point 
considerably further on in the same document, the critical 
marks are indeed not found—since 1 belongs to another 
copy—but the formula Aé€yeu “Incods still introduces each 
saying with that “ monotonous regularity” which Dr Bartlet? 
considers so improbable. The natural inference is that since 
the introductory formula occurs regularly in these two widely 
separated fragments, it occurred throughout the whole work. 
Contrast this with the use of 655. At the end of the dis- 
course (1. 17) a saying is introduced by Aéye alone, while in 
1. 41—the context is lost—the reproof of the Pharisees is 
introduced by éeye. Such a use is quite normal in a 
Gospel: equally certainly the regularly repeated A€yeu “Inaods 
of 654 and I introducing disconnected apophthegms is 


1 Rev. of Theol. and Philos. 1, p. 16. 
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foreign to a Gospel unless we are prepared to use that term 
In a new sense. 

Dr Bartlet has also stated what he thinks to be the 
occasion of his “Gospel”. Holding the Sayings to be post- 
resurrectional®*, he considers that they were uttered on the . 
Occasion mentioned in John xx 26 and Luke xxiv 44, and 
that they conveyed the inner meaning of the Sayings uttered 
during the Ministry. This view seems to be quite arbitrary. 
(1) The Prologue of 654 does not say—as it might surely be 
expected to do—that the Sayings were uttered on any such 
occasion as Dr Bartlet suggests, nor does it affirm that 
they were addressed to Thomas or to Thomas and others: 
(2) On the occasion mentioned by Luke it was not the inner 


-meaning of the words of the Ministry that was expounded, 


but (as is expressly stated in vv. 44-6) the Messianic passages 
of the Old Testament. (3) Dr Bartlet’s theory as to the 
exposition of the ‘‘inner meaning” depends wholly upon the 
connection he sees between the Sayings. Yet there are few 
critics who can see any such connection, and fewer still 
who can agree as to its exact nature. Surely if the compiler 
intended the Sayings to carry an inner meaning, he would 
not have buried it in such obscurity as to be extracted only 
by the ingenuity of a modern scholar ; more especially as his 
readers were probably comparatively simple folk. (4) The 
Sayings themselves do not support the post-resurrection 
theory. Saying VIII (see Commentary) is not an utterance 
of the risen Christ, nor does the Prologue indicate such an 
occasion. All the Sayings are appropriate to the period of 
the Ministry and to that alone; for who would represent 
the disciples as asking for instruction as to prayer, fasting 
and the like in the period which intervened between 
the Resurrection and Ascension? I conclude, therefore, 


1 Contemp. Rev. 1905, pp. 118-9. 
2 Taylor holds the same view as to the occasion of the Sayings, com- 


paring further Acts i 3 (/.7.S. VU, p- 546)- 
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that 655 is not to be associated with 654 and 1, and that 
these latter are certainly not fragments of a Gospel. 

We now come to Dr Bartlet’s theory of a twofold Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, the Alexandrine Gospel known to 


Clement of Alexandria, and the Palestinian Gospel of Origen 


and Jerome. This theory is built mainly upon the fact that, 
although Clement of Alexandria knew no Aramaic, he uses 
the Hebrew Gospel familiarly and as a document well 
known to his readers}. It is therefore presumed that when 
Clement describes a Gospel as xa’ “EBpaiovs, the term is 
purely descriptive and means “the Gospel in use amongst 
the Hebrews” as distinguished from the Gosfe/ according to 
the Egyptians, that this was no other than that Gospel 
according to the Twelve which Origen? pairs off with the 
Egyptian Gospel, and cannot be the Gospel known to 
Jerome, since Jerome never shows knowledge of Saying I 
and would not have translated the Aramaic Gospel in Greek 
had a translation already existed. 

This argument cannot, I think, possibly be maintained. 
The qualifications xa’ “EBpaiovs and kar’ Aiyurriovs are 
obviously correlative and can have arisen nowhere else 
than in Alexandria, so that we can surely infer that the 
Hebrew Gospel was current, at least in Aramaic, in the city 
of Clement. Bartlet seems to attach a territorial sense*® to 
these qualifications: it seems much more likely that they 
have a sectarian significance, that Aiyumrio: are not really 
Egyptians but Jews of Alexandria who had dropped their 
own tongue and adopted the language and something of 
the philosophic culture of their adopted home‘, and that 
‘EBpatoc are the more scrupulous Jews of Alexandria who 
refused to be absorbed by local influences. The position 


1 In Stvom. V, 14, 96 Clement quotes Saying I, referring to it as éxeiva. 

2 Hom. in Luc. 1 (Preuschen, p. 1). 

3 As does Harnack, Altchr. Litt. 11, 1, p- 639. 

4 These would correspond exactly to the "Iovdator...0l karorkodvres 
Atyurrov of Acts ii 5-11. 
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would be exactly paralleled if we compare the Jews of the 
Ghetto in any of our modern cities with the Jews of the 
higher financial and commercial classes: the one class 
excludes the alien culture, faith and manners by which it 
is surrounded, while the other wholly or partly is eager to 
assume them. Such a distinction agrees exactly with the 
different characters of the two Gospels: the one party would 
evolve the Egyptian Gospel, Gnostic, mystic, and sophistic, 
and the other, clinging to old customs and rites, would 
produce the Hebrew Gospel in their own tongue. 

That the Gospel xa@ “EGpaiovs is identical with the 
Gospel according to the Twelve mentioned by Origen is 
in all probability true, but the fact does not indicate two 
Hebrew Gospels, for Jerome’ actually mentions ‘secundum 
Apostolos” as one of the titles of his so-called Palestinian 
Gospel. 

Again, Bartlet assumes an extraordinary as well as a most 
unfortunate coincidence when he postulates that Clement 
chose purely for purposes of distinction a title which all 
other writers reserve as the special designation of a particular 
and most important Gospel. 

Finally, there remains the difficulty as to Clement’s use of 
an Aramaic Gospel. This difficulty vanishes at once when 
we recall that an early translation into Greek is a priori most 
probable, and that there is actual evidence in favour of this 
in the use of the Gospel by Hegesippus, Eusebius, Clement 
and Origen?. That Jerome translated the Gospel from the 
Aramaic into Greek and Latin indicates no more than that 


~ he knew of no other translation: and by his time the Gospel 


according to the Hebrews may well have sunk before the in- 
creasing authority of the Canonical Gospels into a position 


1 Contra Pelag. il, 2. 
2 Harnack, Gesch. d. altchr. Litt. 11, i, 635-641; Sitzungber. d. 
kh. Preuss. Akad. 1904, p. 176. Handmann, Das Hebrier-Evangelium, 


pp. 33, 116-117. 
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of merely provincial validity—a supposition which would 
carry with it the gradual disappearance of the early Greek 
rendering. Nor can I see force in the argument that 
since Jerome does not quote Saying I, it cannot have 
occurred in the Gospel which he translated. It was obvi- 
ously impossible to quote everything that was remarkable 
in that book, and Jerome never attempted to do so: for 
neither, it may be observed, does he quote the remarkable 
Saying concerning the Division of Souls?. Asa result of these 
various considerations we are now able to claim that when 
Clement of Alexandria and Jerome mention the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, they are speaking of one and the 
same document. We have now to inquire what is the evi- 
dence which connects the Sayings with this Gospel. 

Our external evidence is limited to the fact that Clement 
of Alexandria twice quotes parallels to Saying I, once in an 
abbreviated form which he expressly attributes to the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, and again in a shape which is 
identical in all but minute points with the Oxyrhynchus 
version, but this time without naming his source. The ques- 
tion whether Clement’s longer or shorter form is the more 
exact quotation from the Gosfel according to the Hebrews is 
therefore of great importance: it is discussed in its proper 
place in the Commentary on Saying I; but for purposes of the 
present argument it will be sufficient to state the conclusion 
there arrived at, that Clement’s longer form is the more exact : 
and this conclusion is, so far as I know, admitted by all critics. 

One of the Sayings, then, is certainly derived from the 
Hebrews’ Gospel. Does internal evidence go to show that the 
remaining Sayings are also taken from this source? ? 

In Saying IV the use of the second person singular dis- 
tinguishes that fragment of the Mission Charge from the 


1 Preuschen, p. 8, no. 22. 


* Schmidtke’s Neue Frag. u. Untersuch. 2. d. Judenchristl. Evang. 
has come into my hands too late to be of use in the following pages. 
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Synoptic versions and connects it with the only other known 
version, the non-canonical fragment quoted by pseudo- 
Clement*. Now this apocryphal fragment exhibits a rhetorical 
structure which is peculiarly striking and which we find re- 
peated in a fragment, quoted by Jerome from the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, and nowhere else. We may there- 
fore conclude with some degree of confidence that Saying IV 
also comes from the Hebrews’ Gospel? 

Secondly, the relation of the Sayings on the one hand and 
of the extant fragments of the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews on the other to the Synoptic Gospels seems to be 
the same. In the Sayings we found (§ 4) a very strong Lucan 
influence combined with an almost equally marked depend- 
ence upon Matthew: Johannine influence was seen to be 
not essential, being strictly occasional and more a matter of 
colouring than of form. No clear sign of dependence upon 
Mark could be detected ; but there is an important amount 
of new matter*, and some striking results seem due to the 
author’s combination of his sources. How do these features 
agree with the Gospel according to the Hebrews? 

The Gospel according to the Hebrews, as its alternative title 
“according to Matthew” shows, must have been very closely 
allied to our First Gospel. At first sight this predominating 
Matthaean influence may seem incompatible with the charac- 
teristic Lucan predominance in the Sayings, but it is not 
really so. Judging by the extant fragments, we are led to 
believe that the framework and narrative of this Gospel 
closely followed that of the canonical Matthew, and to this 
its subtitle is due. But (to anticipate some of the results of 
our examination) the apocryphal evangelist made great use 
of Luke in elaborating or recasting minor incidents, matters 

1 4d Corinth. Vy 2-4. 

2 See Commentary on Saying IV and my note in Journ. Theol. Stud. 


XIV, 400 ff. 
3 Some part at least of this may be due to local and oral tradition f 


(as is likely) the Hebrews’ Gospel originated in Palestine. 
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of detail, and Sayings. Eusebius? tells us that the Ebionite 
readers of the Gospel according to the Hebrews “made little 
account of the rest”: may this not have been because the 
evangelist had worked into his main ‘“ Matthaean” fabric 
practically all in Luke that was at once striking and acceptable 
to Jewish converts who would not break wholly with their old 
faith—and so had robbed Luke of importance? If such were 
the case it is only to be expected that fragments from the 
Hebrews’ Gospel like the Sayings should show a predominant 
Lucan influence. Had we their contexts, it is likely that we 
should find that they occurred mainly in Matthaean settings. 

First of all, the extant fragments of the Hebrews’ Gospel 
shows a number of very striking passages in which Lucan 
influence is incontestable. 

(1) The remarkable reproof of the Rich Man quoted by 
Origen? follows Matthew generally in the first half, but later 
we have: “et ecce multi fratres tui, filii Abrahae, amicti sunt 
stercore, morientes prae fame et domus tua plena est bonis, 
et non egreditur omnino aliquid ex ea ad eos.” Comparing 
this with Zzke xvi 19 ff. we get the following parallels which 
cannot be accidental : a/ter diuttum (in the first part) at once 
recalls Luke’s “there was a certain rich man” ; f/tt Abrahae 
and amicti sunt stercore are the converse of “father Abraham” 
(v. 24) and of “who was clothed in purple and fine linen”; 
domus tua plena est bonis corresponds to “ fared sumptuously 
every day”; egreditur is reminiscent of “was laid at his 
gate” and morientes prae fame of “ desiring to be fed with the 
crumbs which fell from the rich man’s table.” There can be 
no doubt whatever that the evangelist of the Hebrews’ Gospel 
is here elaborating his main source, Matthew, with reminis- 
cences of the Lucan parable of the Rich Man and Lazarus. 

(2) Eusebius® has preserved in abstract the parable of the 


a 2 De 8 Wa? 
* Comm. in Matth, Xv, 14 (Preuschen, p. 6, no. 11). 
3 Theophania (?) (Preuschen, p. 7, no. 14). 
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Three Servants. One of the servants by a bold departure 
from the Canonical version is there described as 6 dowrws 
elnxws...6 xatadayov tiv vrapéw tod Seordtou pera Topvav 
kat avAnzpidwv. Now the original of the Parable in the 
Hebrews’ Gospel is certainly MZatth. xxv 14-30; but with 
this has been fused the story of the Wicked Servant of 
Matth. xxiv 48-51 who is remodelled on the lines of the 
Lucan Prodigal Son. This is clear if we compare the descrip- 
tion just quoted from Eusebius with Zuwke xv 13, 30: Sve- 
oKkdptice THY odciay abrod Cav doutus...6 Katapaywv cov Tov 
Biov pera tdv ropvov. 

(3) The fragment describing the appearance after the 
Resurrection to James’ has no parallel in Matthew: nor does 
that Gospel contain anything upon which it can be thought 
to have been built. The appearance to James is otherwise 
recorded by St Paul alone’, and the attestation of this might 
be thought to be quite the most valuable piece of information 
preserved to us by the Hebrews’ Gospel were it not more 
than probable that the whole incident is composite. It would 
appear that the evangelist started from the fact recorded by 
St Paul and possibly otherwise known ; that James’s vow “‘se 
non comesurum panem ab illa hora qua biberat calicem 
domini donec videret eum resurgentem a dormientibus,” 
which can scarcely be historical*, was suggested by the vow 
of the fanatics who sought to kill St Paul (Ac?s xxiii 12), and 
that the remainder of the incident is fashioned after Zue xxiv 
30, 42: compare especially Luke’s AaBwv rov aprov eiddyyce, 
Kal kAdoas éredidov avrois with “tulit panem et benedixit ac 
fregit et dedit Iacobo iusto.” In this case the Lucan influence 
seems to have radiated from Acs as well as from the Gospel. 


1 Jerome, de Viris ill. 2 (Preuschen, pp. 7-8, no. 18). 


2 1 Cor. xv 7. 

3 Tf indeed the Synoptics are right in limiting the Last Supper to the 
Twelve alone. Adeney (Hibdert Journ. 111, 157) is probably right in 
seeing here confusion between James the Apostle and James 6 ddeAgos 


tov Kuplov. 
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(4) Jerome! states that the Appearance to Peter referred 
to by Ignatius? occurred in the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 
Neither Matthew nor Mark have anything in the slightest 
degree like this, whereas Luke’s account is very close even 
in some verbal points, as is shown in the following parallel 
narratives : 


St Lenatius. St Luke. 

AaBere, Wyradyoaré pe Kal Yradbyoaré pe kai ere: 
” a > es , > , bd A , \ 3 , > 
iSere Gre ovk cit Sarpdviov dow- OTe TVEDpa OdpKa Kal doTéa OvK 

col ‘ - 
patov. Kat edvOis aitodpavto exer Kaas ene Oewpeire Exovra. 
- Lal A ~ 

Kal émiorevoav Kpabévtes TH Kal... edeLev adrois Tas XeEtpas 


he ap Ct PAN , \ \ aN; 
OapKl QUTOV Kal TW TVEVPAaTL, Kal TOVS TOOGaS, 


(5) Finally, there is that incident of the woman “accused 
of many sins before the Lord” which Eusebius® tells us was 
recorded in the Hebrews’ Gospel as well as in the work of 
Papias. There is little to give a clue to the outline of this 
episode: it is generally regarded as very similar to or even 
identical with the famous repixory of John vii 53—viii 11. 
On the one hand Eusebius’ words yuvatxds...dcaBAnOelons eat 
Tod «kupiov Certainly point to a situation similar to that in the 
Fourth Gospel. But the addition éri rodAats duaprias goes 
beyond the version found in John. Is it not likely that while 
the general outlines of the episode in the Hebrews’ Gospel 
may have corresponded with those in John, they were at 
least largely coloured by the Lucan account of the woman 
with the alabastron of myrrh*? Compare especially with 
Eusebius’ expression Luke’s aépewvrarai dpapriat airys ai 
moXXai (vil 47). 

From the series of passages just examined it appears that 
the Gospel according to the Hebrews contained a very strong 
Lucan element playing exactly the same part as in the 


1 de Viris ill. 16. 2 ad Smyrn. Il, 1-2. 
8 H.E. 111, 39. 17 (Preuschen, p. 9, no, 23). 
3 Luke vii 37 ff. 
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Sayings and approximately equal in extent. We must now 
ask whether the Johannine element which is to be distin- 
guished in the Sayings has a parallel in the Gospel. 

(1) Jerome* has preserved an account of the Baptism 
of Jesus which is remarkable both in other respects and 
especially in its insistence on the rest of the Holy Spirit : 
“‘descendit...requievit super eum...._Expectabam te ut venires 
et requiescerem in te. Tu es enim requies mea.” In the first 
place it is evident that the writer is thinking of the dove and 
the ark (Genesis viii 9) ; that is, that the passage is a product 
of the age of reflection?. And secondly it is to be noted that 
the Synoptics have nothing like the “ requievit...requies” of 
the Hebrews’ Gospel: Matthew has épyopevov én’ abrdév ; Mark, 
kataBaivoy éx avrov; Luke, xaraBijvar éx avtév. John’s 
account alone is parallel: re@éapar 16 rvedpa kataBaivov...xat 
euewev er avrov®. Again in the same passage, where all the 
Synoptics have déyamynrds, the apocryphal Gospel has “ filius 


' primogenitus,” which in its developed theology is nearer to 
St John’s* 6 povoyerys vios, though for an exact parallel we 


must go to Hebrews i 6; and it must be remembered that 
the writer is applying Psa/m lxxxix 27 in a Messianic sense. 

(2) The appearance to Peter and those with him quoted 
above to illustrate the Lucan element in the Hebrews’ Gospel 
shows in one respect a strong development beyond Luke in 
the direction of Johannism. Luke does not record that the 
disciples touched Jesus, whereas our Gospel not only states 
that they touched him, but emphasises the effect which this 
had upon them®. St John’s account of the appearance to 
Thomas, however, is essentially parallel. Is not our evan- 
gelist, like St John, combating a form of Docetism? 


“1 Comm. in Is. IV, p. 156 (Preuschen, p. 4, no. 4). 
2 As Adeney remarks on other grounds (/zbbert Journ. 111, p. 150). 
Cs BEY 
4 418: the epithet (rpw7éroxos) is certainly due to Psalm Ixxxix 7. 
5 Cf. John xx 22. 
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(3) Still more definitely Johannine (though an alien 
element is also to be felt) is the /ogos cited by Eusebius’: 
“T choose even the good ones [souls] whom my Father in 
Heaven has given me.” It would almost seem as if the com- 
piler of the Hebrews’ Gospel were here borrowing directly” 
from St John when we compare John xiii 18 éya olda ots 
efeXeEdunv, and xvii 6 épavepwod cov 76 dvopa Tots avOpurous 
ods @wxds pow x TOD KOTpoU" Gol Roav Kal éwot adrods Ewxas. . 
Yet the context of this Saying was Synoptic: ‘He taught 
the cause of the division of the souls which would happen in 
the houses”—a context which is obviously parallel to 
Matth. x 35-37 7A9ov yap Sixacar avOpwrov kata Tod matpds 
avrod x.T.A. 

(4) Johannine, too, in tone and feeling are such Sayings 
as that quoted by Jerome®: ‘‘et nunquam (inquit) laeti sitis 
nisi cum fratrem vestrum videritis in caritate”; and that 
reported by the same Father‘: ‘ut in evangelio quod iuxta 
Hebraeos Nazaraei legere consueverunt, inter maxima ponitur 
crimina qui fratris sui spiritum contristaverit ”—even though 
the second of these may seem to be related to Matth. v 
22-23. 

In the Gospel according to the Hebrews, then, there is a 
distinct Johannine element, but it is by no means deep- 
seated. There is only a single passage which can possibly be 
dependent upon St John’s Gospel, and in view of our 
ignorance of St John’s sources, it is as likely that in this case 
both evangelists are reproducing something out of a common 
stock, as that one is dependent upon the other. So far, at 
least, the Hebrews’ Gospel is parallel to the Sayings. In 
matters of dogma, it contains the Johannine doctrine of the 


1 Theophan. iv, 12 (tr. Greissmann) =Preuschen, p. 9, no. 22. 

* At any rate so close a correspondence will perhaps justify the 
seeming boldness of my restoration of Saying II, 1. 20. 

3 Comm. in Ephes. V, 4 (Preuschen, p. 9, no. 21). 

* Comm. in Ez. Xviil, 7 (Preuschen, p. 8, no. 20). 
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Rest of the Holy Spirit and is anti-Docetic, while Saying VIII 
in its consciousness of the doctrine of Pre-existence similarly 
betrays Johannine influence. Yet in none of these matters is 
dependence on the part of the Hebrews’ Gospel or of the 
Sayings upon John in the least likely. These with the 
remaining and slighter Johannine touches (such as the use of 
6 kdopos in Saying VII) observable in the Sayings indicate 
rather that the fragments of the Hebrews’ Gospel together 
with the Sayings are not widely separated in date from John, 
than that one is dependent upon the other. Ina word, then, 
the Johannism of the Gospel according to the Hebrews is both 
in its character and its limitations fairly concordant with the 
Johannine features of the Sayings. 

A variety of other considerations contribute to spoon 
the case—already a strong one—that the Sayings are taken 
from the Gosfel according to the Hebrews. 

(2) Unfortunately those writers who have quoted from the 
Hebrews’ Gospel found little or no occasion to cite apoph- 
thegms of the type of our Sayings. We cannot therefore be 
sure how far the new matter in our Sayings was comparable 
with the new matter in similar Sayings occurring in the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews. Probably, however, it was very much 
the same: Saying I, on other grounds the strongest link be- 
tween the Sayings and the Gospel is wholly new, and the 
fragments of narrative and discourse from the latter which 
are extant show new matter or new combinations to an extent 
which makes legitimate the inference that the apophthegms 
also must have exhibited a similar quality. The loss of these 
short Sayings is regrettable also because we are unable to say 
howlargely the Hebrews’ Gospelemployed parallelism. In the 
Sayings we find this literary feature most prominent: more 
than half of the thirteen Sayings are parallelistic. Now 
parallelism is quite a common feature in the Synoptic Gospels, 
no doubt because it was the form in which short maxims 
were couched in their sources; but in the Oxyrhynchus 
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Sayings we find apophthegms cast in this form although 
they are composite: that is, the form has been deliberately 
adopted. It can hardly be supposed that anyone but a 
Semite writing for Semites would have done this. 

(2) Other characteristics in the Sayings point to a source 
of essentially Jewish character. The questions asked by the 
disciples in Saying V—especially if my restoration of the 
fourth be fairly accurate—would be of interest mainly, if not 
only, to Jewish converts; and Saying VII (Logion II) deals 
with purely Jewish institutions. Could we only accept 
Professor Cersoy’s conjecture that tov xoopov in that Saying 
is a blunder of translation for tv vyoreiay this view would 
be greatly strengthened, as the reference would then be the 
Day of Atonement, and we should be able to recognise one 
of the chief traits of the Gospel according to the Hebrews— 
its attachment to the Old Law’. With the matter of insti- 
tutions we may couple that of language. It has been 
thought that traces of an Aramaic original can be found in 
the Sayings, and if the truth of this could be shown, it 
would go far to prove that they were derived from the 
Hebrews’ Gospel which was in Aramaic. Yet such traces 
may originate a stage further back, in the period of oral 
rather than of documentary currency ; and in some cases 
they may be no more than Semiticisms in the Alexandrine 
or Palestinian xow7. Unfortunately the instances in which 
such peculiarities have been thought to occur are never 
definite. In Saying VII (Logion II), as we have just seen, 
Cersoy shows that our actual reading tev xéopov may be a 
translator’s error for tv vyore‘ay (the original being either 
Hebrew or Aramaic). The same scholar points out that in 

1 Eusebius, H.Z. 111, 27. 4. 


2 Iam inclined, however, to suspect that this Gospel was composed 
in Greek—the version used by Clement of Alexandria—but was almost 
at once rendered in Aramaic, perhaps in deference to national prejudice ; 
and that this original Greek version was then lost. But I have not tried 
to mature or to test this view. 
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Saying X (Logion V) the injunction “raise the stone,” which 
has caused some difficulty, may be again a mistranslation for 
““hew the stone”; but such an emendation postulates a 
Hebrew original. Again in Saying XI (Logion VI) Cersoy 
notes that wovet Oepareias suggests an Aramaic original— 
though the recurrence of the idiom in the Protevangelium 
(xx) makes it more like a mere Semiticism current in the 
xowy—and that ywwexorras abrov is again the blunder of a 
translator from the Aramaic for «is rovs yvworots aidrod. 
Harnack has further pointed out that the use of kal...xai 
is a Semitic feature. No one of these instances', however, 
forces us irresistibly to the conclusion that the Sayings were 
translated from Aramaic, and the matter must be left as an 
open question. 

(3) In the Commentary on the Sayings we have noted 
frequent instances of the use of Jewish literature. In 
Saying II the mention of birds, beasts and fishes as sym- 
bolical of creation and as a link between Man and Heaven 
is almost certainly to be connected with /od xii 7-8, or 
perhaps with Psa/ms viii. Saying VIII (Logion III) opens 
with an adaptation in a Messianic sense of Baruch ii 28; 
its use of dupav and peOvew in a spiritual sense is likely to be 
due to Jsaiah lv 1 and xxiii 1, while the phrase wovet 7 
yoxy derives from Jsaiah liii 10. The ninth Saying 
(Logion IV) seems to make use of a traditional Jewish 
Saying to be found in the Pirke Adboth: and the second 


part of the same Saying undoubtedly is related to Zucées. 


x 9. The conflation of two New Testament elements in 
Saying XII (Logion VII) is due to /sazah ii 2, and the “high 
hill ” of that Saying seems to be inspired by /sazah xxviii 4. 
Such a use of Jewish literature is what might be expected 


1 To these should be added the idioms move? éwf and viol dv@pdrwy in 
Saying VIII (Logion III): the repeated use of kat throughout the 
Sayings to introduce new clauses might be an Egyptian feature ; for in 
Coptic narratives clauses are commonly introduced by oF0@; ‘ and.’ 
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in fragments which (as we are urging) came from a Gospel 
designed for Jewish readers. How far, then, do the known 
fragments of the Gospel according to the Hebrews show a 
corresponding use of Hebrew literature ? 

1. The Baptism fragment which we have already noticed 
as containing a Johannine element certainly looks back to 
Genesis viii 9, the dove and the ark being regarded as sym- 
bolical of the Holy Spirit and Our Lord. It is important to 
notice that this Messianic interpretation corresponds exactly 
to the application of Baruch iii 28 in Saying VIII. But the 
literary affinities of this passage extend further’. The idea 
of the vest of the Holy Spirit is derived primarily from 
Isaiah xi 1 “the Spirit of the Lord shall rest upon him” ; 
while the words “tu es enim requies mea” not uncertainly 
echo Psalms cxxxii 14 ‘‘ This is my rest for ever: here will 
I dwell, for I have desired it”; and lastly “tu es filius meus 
primogenitus” are inseparably connected with Psalms ii 7 
“Thou art my son,” and Psadms Ixxxix 27 “And I will 
make him my first-born.” 

2. Origen’ quotes a remarkable fragment from the Story 
of the ‘Temptation found in the Gosfel according to the 
Hebrews. Matthew, it will be remembered, narrates the 
beginning of the Temptation in the simplest way: “Then 
was Jesus carried up by the Spirit into the wilderness®,” 
But the Gospel according to the Hebrews with characteristic 


boldness and love of novelty represents Our Lord himself — 


as telling the story of his Temptation, and puts into his 
mouth these startling words: dpte €A\aBé pe 4 pnTyp pov Td 


9 n a a n 
Gylov mveipa ev pid TOV TPLXGV pov Kal dmHvEyKE me cis TO dpos 


To péya @aBwp. The expression “my mother the Holy 


a) 


} The important parallels which follow were pointed out by Dr re 


Armitage Robinson (Zxposttor v, p. 194). 
® Comm. in Joh. 1, 12. 87 (Preuschen, Antilegomena, p. 5, no. 5). 
3 Iv, I. 
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Spirit” does not immediately concern us!; but the remainder 
is beyond doubt a literary loan. Thus in Ezekiel? we have 
avedaBe pe THs Kopudis pov kat avéaBé pe Tred ua. dvapécov TIS 
YS Kai dvapécov rod oipavod, and in Bel and the Dragon* 
Kat értAaBspevos aitod 6 dyye\os Kupiov rod "AuBaxodu ris 
Kouys adrod THs Kepadis @yxev adrov érdvw tod AdKKOV TOD ev 
BaBvAdv. One, probably both, of these passages was 
imitated by the author of the Apocryphal Gospel. Even the 
reference to Tabor is not without significance. Dr Adeney* 
points out, indeed, that it was occupied in the time of Our 
Lord by a Roman fortress and so was unsuitable® as a site 
for the Temptation, but considers that Psa/ms Ixxxix 12 and 
Jeremiah x\vi 18 suggested the reference. 

3- The Evangelist elaborates in characteristic fashion 
the account of one of the signs which followed the Cruci- 
fixion. Matthew® says simply that at the last cry of Jesus 
the Veil of the Temple was rent in twain; but the Gospel 


. according to the Hebrews (as rendered by Jerome’) gives 


“superliminare templi infinitae magnitudinis fractum esse 
atque divisum.” Once again the change seems to be due to 
literary imitation dictated by a desire to find fulfilments of 
as many Messianic passages as possible; for the original is 
Isaiah vi 4, where the LXX® has éryp6y 16 trépOupov a6 THs 


1 The Ophites (see Irenaeus 1, 28. 1) held that the Spirit was 
feminine (grammatically the word is feminine in Semitic languages) and 
was beloved by the First Man to whom she bare a Son. See Resch, 
Agrapha, p. 382. 

? viii 3. 3 v 36. 4 Hibbert Journal il, p. 162. 

5 But may not the Roman fortress have been regarded as roughly re- 
producing ‘‘ Babylon” and the ‘‘den”? In such a neighbourhood, too, 
something might be seen of the ‘‘kingdoms of the world and the glory 


of them.” 

Suivi. 

7 Comm. in Matth. XXvi1, 51 (Preuschen, Antilegomena, p. 7, No. 17). 

8 The Hebrew of Isaiah does not give the same parallel: the A.V. 
renders “the posts of the door,” the R.V. ‘‘the foundations of the 
threshold,” From this it appears that the author of the Gospel according 
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puvis Hs éxéxpayov (doubtless the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews had something parallel to the xpagas dovyg peyady 
of Matth. xxvii 50). 

_In their use of Jewish literature, then, the Sayings and 
the fragments of the Gospel according to the Hebrews are 
parallel; and in this we have one of the strongest supports 
for our attribution of the Sayings to this Gospel. 

4. The conflation of elements or expressions from differ- 
ent Gospels or from different parts of the same Gospel is 
one of the most salient features in our fragments of the 
Oxyrhynchus Collection (see Commentary on Sayings I, LI, 
III, IV, X, XI and XII), and in this again it corresponds 
exactly with the Gosfel according to the Hebrews. ‘Thus in 
the earlier’ of the two fragments of the Baptism-narrative 
the opening words ‘“‘ecce mater domini et fratres eius” at 
once recall AZatth. xii 46 idov, y pytnp Kai of adeAdoi, and 
are grafted on to the general narrative of the Baptism. 
Again, in the dialogue on forgiveness between the Lord and 
Peter’, the words “in die” are derived from Luke, while 
the “septuagies septies” belongs to Matthew. But the 
most striking example of this method of composition is the 
incident of the Rich Man*. Here the main Matthaean 
framework has been filled in with material taken, as we 
have already seen in detail, from the Lucan parable of the 
Rich Man and Lazarus. And similarly in the story of 
the Three Servants*, one of the Matthaean characters is 


remodelled on the lines of the Lucan Prodigal Son. As in’ 


to the Hebrews used the LXX (see Dr Armitage Robinson in Eafositor v, 
198 ff.) ; but Jerome (de Vir. ill. ch. 3) says that the “‘ Hebrew Matthew” 
followed the Hebrew of the O.T. and not the LXX. Nestle (Zvang. 
Kirchenbl. f. Wiirt. 1898, no. 16), however, gives reason for thinking 
that the Hebrew for “lintel” is more original than that for ‘‘ veil” (the 


latter being a variant). If so, the Evangelist need not be supposed to — 


have used the LXX. 
. > Preuschen,-p. 4, no./3. 


2% T6. p» 6; n0.TO: 
R/0i pe 0, DOs) Lh, 


4 [b..p. 7, nO. 14. 
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its use of the Old Testament, then, so also in its method 
of composition and in its use of existing Gospels, the Gospe/ 
according to the Hebrews shows the same features as do 
our Sayings. 

We may now sum up the results of this somewhat lengthy 
review of the evidence connecting the Sayings with the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews. The only Saying which 
can be positively identified as a quotation is from the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews. The peculiar relation of 
the Sayings and of the Gospel to the Synoptics and to the 
Fourth Gospel are identical. Moreover in their parallelism, 
in their interest in matters such as would only concern 
Jewish converts, in their use of Semitic idioms and syntax, 
and perhaps even in traces of an Aramaic original, the 
Sayings postulate a source of Semitic character. Both 
documents, finally, are exactly parallel in the method and 
extent of their use of Hebrew literature, and in the peculiar 
method of their composition from conflated elements. 
Positive proof we cannot have, unless some new discovery 
should hereafter add to our evidence; but this at least 
we may claim, that circumstantial evidence in abundance 
and from every side points to the conclusion that the 
Oxyrhynchus Sayings are excerpts from the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews. 


§7. THE DATE OF THE COLLECTION. 


The discoverers date I “not much later than the beginning 
of the third century,” and 654 to the middle or end of the 
same century: they consider, therefore, that the Collection 
as such must go back at least to the end of the second 
century, but, in view of internal evidence, consider that it 
is likely to have been formed before a.D. 140. Since the 
papyri belong to the third century and one, at least, of them 
to the earlier half of it, we may accept the first part of Grenfell 
and Hunt’s conclusion, that the Collection must have been 
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formed not later than the end of the second century. But 
can we carry the date further back? The Sayings themselves 
seem to carry tolerably distinct marks of their relative, 
though perhaps not of their numerical date: they are later 
than both Matthew and Luke in that they draw upon both 
these Gospels, and since these Gospels must have taken 
some years to become generally current, they must be 
decidedly later. At the same time they are obviously 
products of the true, if later, Synoptic age. On the other 
hand, if the view expressed above as to the Johannine 
element in the Sayings is true, the Sayings are somewhat 
earlier, than the Fourth Gospel. While we find in the 
Sayings something of Johannine phraseology and dogma, 
these are both limited in extent and rudimentary in develop- 
ment. The natural inference then is, that the Sayings belong 
to a period when the Synoptic tendency had not yet failed, 
but when Johannine influence—of which the Fourth Gospel 
marks the acme—was still only nascent. Now Messrs 
Grenfell and Hunt take the step back from 200 a.D. to 
140 A.D, or earlier relying on their theory that the Collection 
is essentially independent, a theory which permits them to 
date the Collection by the internal evidence of the Sayings. 
In our view, however, the Sayings are extracts; and if this 
is correct, the date of the formation of the Collection cannot 
be fixed from the character of the Sayings themselves. The 
Prologue, which dates from the formation of the Collection, 
furnishes us with one clue in the use of a citation from 
St John, allowing us to infer that the Collection was made 
at a period when the Fourth Gospel was already accepted 
as of universal authority. This, however, is but vague and 
would admit the possibility that the Collection was formed 
at quite a late date. Fortunately the Pro/ogwe gives another 
indication which is of the highest value. The compiler 
describes his work as containing ot Adyou ots EAaAnoev “Inoods 
and he prefaces each Saying with A€ye “Ijcots. Now even 
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in Luke the substitution of 6 k¥pios for the name “Inoois is 
growing marked and towards the end of the second century 
becomes the normal method of reference to Our Lord. The 
heading of the Dzdache, which is perhaps the nearest parallel 
we have to the Prologue of the Sayings, begins not A.dax7 
Inood but Ardayy rod xuptoy. The use of the name ‘Inoois, 
then, both in the Prologue and in the introductory formula 
may be taken as a sign of distinctly early date, and we may 
conclude, though on different grounds, that Grenfell and 
Hunt’s date, a.p. 140, is the latest that is likely for the 
formation of the Collection. 


§8. THE PURPOSE OF THE COLLECTION. 


The problem of the purpose of the Collection is not 
altogether distinct from the question of its origin. If, for 
example, it could be proved that the Sayings are totally 
disconnected and possessed of no common quality, it would 
be extremely probable that the Collection was a mere record 
intended to preserve Sayings which were in danger of being 
lost, simply because they were Sayings of Jesus. Two main 
views—apart from the discoverers’ view that it is a genuine 
collection—-have been taken as to the purpose of the Col- 
lection: some critics consider that they had a. didactic 
purpose, and therefore were connected by a continuous 
thread of subject or idea: others fail to see any connection, 
or any continuous connection, between the Sayings, and 
regard them simply as a record. This second point of view 
is adopted by the discoverers who consider that, prior to the 
formation of the Collection, the Sayings were current in 
tradition and were gleaned up here and there. They admit, 
of course, that in 654 the first four (? three) Sayings are 
linked by the idea of the Kingdom which recurs in each, 
but point out that with Saying V the interconnection ceases 
altogether, and that it is in any case unlikely that such 
a link could have been maintained throughout a long series 
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of Sayings. In 1 the discoverers confess themselves totally 
unable to trace any thread of connection. 

This is indeed the only logical conclusion which can be 
reached, if indeed the Sayings are to be taken at their face- 
value. Other critics, however, have preferred not to do this 
and consider that the Sayings are mere texts covering an inner 
and connected meaning and are not to be interpreted literally. 

(1) Mr Badham! traces the connection as follows: 
“TWouldst thou see Christ? ...] Purify thine eye by self- 
examination (Saying VI). Purify thine eye by abstinence 
from the world and by observing times of tranquil meditation 
(Saying VII). Remember how satiety blinded the world when 
I came (Saying VIII). If thy home be godless, go forth and 
find me in the stocks and stones of the desert (Saying X). 
Forsake thine uncongenial Nazareth (Saying XI). Look up to 
where the lights of thy true home are burning (Saying XII).” 
He therefore takes the fragment to be “a page from some 
middle-Christian ‘ Garden of the Soul’.” The main objection 
to this allegorical interpretation is that there is nothing to 
warn us that such is intended, although we now possess the 
Prologue to the Collection as a whole. The Sayings are there 
stated to be merely ‘‘lifegiving words of Jesus,” and the plain 
man would naturally take them at their face-value as such 
and no more. Mr Badham’s result, in fact, is only attained 
by putting into the Sayings much more than is actually to 


be found in them: take, for instance, his interpretation of 


Saying X. It urges, in effect, ‘‘Seek loneliness: it is the 
best way to find Christ” ; whereas the real meaning of the 
Saying is “In spite of loneliness, Christ is ever present.” 
Nor can I think that this “inner meaning” adds to the 
value which the Sayings already possess as independent units. 

(2) Dr Bartlet? also finds an inner meaning in the Sayings, 
which he considers to be a collection of texts forming the 


1 Writing on 1 (Athenaeum, Aug. 7, 1897). 
2 Athenaeum, July 24, 1897 3 Rev. of Theol. and Philos. 1, pp. 13-14. 
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basis of a manual of instruction designed, perhaps, like the 
Two Ways of the Didache for catechumens prior to Baptism. 
I is held to come from the close of the series of Sayings to 
which it belonged :-‘‘ The earlier pages have presumably set 
forth the nature of the Kingdom of God....Then come the 
conditions of true receptivity; and the thought proceeds 
thus:—To judge aright one must purge one’s own eye. 
“Only he who cultivates an unworldly spirit can find God’s 
kingdom : to see the Father, one must not neglect to observe 
the Sabbath in spirit and in truth. Incarnate wisdom testifies 
sadly to the unreceptiveness of the mass; but speaks cheer 
to the solitary soul amid the faithless many—ever near though 
hidden from the careless, superficial eye. That his own in 
Judaea have not believed should be no stumbling block : it 
is according to rule. Yet in spite of present fewness believers 
are bound to hold out and make themselves felt at last, 
because firm-built on the very Mount of God.” Here, as in 
Mr Badham’s paraphrase, connection is attained—if indeed 
it is attained—only by reading into the Sayings what is not 
there and what is not even hinted at. But is unity of thought 
really attained? On Dr Bartlet’s interpretation Saying VI 
inculcates right judgment; Saying VII, unworldliness and 
Sabbath keeping; and Saying VIII complains of the un- 
receptiveness of men. The Sayings surely break up into 
separate units as they were before. And certainly it would 
be difficult to establish connection between two such Sayings 
as the eighth and tenth, where the words “I found a// men 
drunken and zone found I athirst” are followed by “where 
there is one alone, I say I am with him.” 

The attempt, then, to trace a thread of connecting thought, 
‘which constitutes the didactic purposes of the Collection, 
must be abandoned. The first three Sayings do indeed 
deal with the kingdom, but can these be thought to provide 
a sufficient basis for an adequate treatment of the subject of 
the kingdom, more especially as Saying I asserts that the 
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kingdom is reached through seeking, finding and amaze- 
ment, while Saying II declares that the kingdom is within 
us and is to be attained by self-knowledge’? When the 
compiler therefore grouped the first three Sayings together, 
he did so because they were concerned with the same 
subject, and not in order to provide a compendium of 
scriptural teaching on the Kingdom of Heaven: had that 
been his aim, he would doubtless have devoted many more 
Sayings to the subject. I believe, then, that the order of 
the Sayings is almost fortuitous: here and there a catch- 
word may have led the compiler to group together Sayings 
which happened to deal with one subject®; but there is no 
connecting thread of thought running through the whole. 
At the same time, if the Sayings are—as we hold—extracts, 
the compiler must have selected them because of some 
quality which they possessed. This quality, I believe, was 
made clear in the Prologue and I would refer to the Com- 
mentary for my reasons for this conviction. But apart from 
my restoration of “life-giving” as the epithet applied by the 
compiler to the “words of Jesus” which he collected, the 
Sayings one and all are of the type known in modern 
devotional works as “helpful.” It is hard to see any 
connection between the Sayings, but their individual value 
is clear. If, then, we regard the Sayings as having been 
selected for their independent worth and not as units 
illustrating any developing principle, as a thesaurus designed 
to give in a small compass* so much of a Gospel as was 


2 Dr Lock (Ch. Quarterly Review, LVII, 425) thinks truth is the idea 
which links the first five Sayings. In I, however, the idea depends upon 
a restoration; in II and IV, it is not obvious, but (at most) latent; it is 
hard to see how it can enter into III at all, and only in V is it explicit. 

* It should be noted that while Sayings I-III deal with the kingdom, 
the same subject is brought up again in Saying VII many pages further 
on: this does not seem to indicate an orderly arrangement such as is 
required by the theory of arrangement on a definite principle. 

3 A small book of Sayings, we should remember, could be searched 
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judged most likely to be of help and comfort in daily life, 
does not this view agree best with the data on which we 
have to work? 


§ 9. THE FORMULA Xéyex "Inaods. 


Each Saying in the Collection is preceded by the words 
Aéyet “Inoods, a form which has given rise to much discussion. 
Consequently it will be well to begin by clearing the ground. 
And first, these words are not part of the excerpt (if we hold 
the Sayings to be excerpts), since it is inconceivable that 
such a series of selected passages should all happen to begin 
with an historic present and not occasionally with ¢fre or 
éXeye. For the same reason it is impossible to regard these 
words as narrative connections in what is really part of a 
Gospel (as opposed to a series of distinct Sayings). The 
phrase, then, is a formula introducing each Saying. This 
formula, however, is decidedly remarkable, and no parallel 
is readily forthcoming. We are familiar with such a prefatory 
phrase as Aye aire (or airois) 6 ‘Inoods in the Fourth 
Gospel and, less frequently, in the Synoptics; but the 
absolute use without a dative is certainly most unusual. 
Probably the Synoptics have no parallel; and in St John’s 
Gospel only xi 39 and xiii 31 (to which may be added the 


absolute eizev 6 “Inoots of vi 9) readily present themselves. 


How is this general suppression of the dative to be explained? 
The first, perhaps, and most important consideration in the 
compiler’s mind was the need to keep his formula from 
passing into a vague context : had he added avr@ or avrois or 
a personal name like 7@ Ilérpw to the simple Aé€ye: “Inoois, 
he would no longer have the advantage of a formula, and 
would feel more and more the necessity for enlarging his 


through in a very short time, whereas it would take long for the devotee 
in search of consolation to find in his copy of a Gospel—whether roll or 
codex—the particular Saying which should satisfy his need. 
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rudimentary context by adding when or in what circumstances 
the Saying was spoken to such and such persons. 

What, then, was the compiler’s object in repeating this 
formula with such regularity? Partly, no doubt, it is due 
to the influence of the Jewish Collections of Sayings where 
two or more Sayings of one teacher are introduced thus: 
“A. said.... He used to say....” But this fails to explain the 
regularity with which the personal name and the present 
tense is repeated. We may to some degree account for this 
regularity on the grounds of literary propriety: just as the 
Sayings could not be strung together one after another 
without any formula at all, so it was in a literary sense 
impossible to preface each Saying with a mere éAeye or 
cal éXeye: only in a short series would such a form of in- 
troduction be tolerable. The formula chosen, Aé€yex "Iycois, 
however, most successfully avoids this danger. With each 
new Saying it demands and rouses our attention afresh, and 
its effectiveness can best be understood if by way of experi- 
ment we substitute eAeye...xal eXeye...xai EXeye. But beside 
the literary motive there was also, no doubt, a feeling that 
the incisive repetition of the formula added to the solemnity 
with which the Sayings sound. 

Lastly, what is the significance of the present tense A€yet, 
since its unvarying use shows that it cannot be regarded as 
an ordinary historic present? Dr Burney? has suggested that 
the present tense may have been adopted by a translator from 
neo-Hebrew or Aramaic who found a participle alone in 
his original, and that a participle might be expected if the 
formula represents the formula of citation used in the Talmud. 
This explanation may account for the repeated present tense, 
but I am by no means clear that it accounts for the repeated 
personal name, and am still more doubtful that the Collection 
as such ever existed in any other language than Greek’*. 

1 ap. Lock and Sanday, 7wo Lectures, pp. 47-8. 


* The Prologue seems to reproduce the exact wording of St John except 
where the writer found it necessary to adapt the citation to his period. 
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Dr Lock’ somewhat favours the suggestion that the present 
tense is used because Jesus was still living when the Col- 
lection was made by some disciple; but apart from the 
difficulty noticed by Dr Lock in applying this to Saying VIII, 
there are so many points in which the Sayings are obviously 
later than the Synoptic Gospels that this explanation is quite 
inadmissible. Dr Lock considers Swete’s suggestion that 
the formula is parallel to the common Aé€ye 7 ypady where 
a sacred book is cited as a present witness to the truth, 
but rejects it “as inappropriate in a disconnected series 
of Sayings which are not apparently illustrative of any one 
truth.” The best and, as I believe, the true solution of the 
difficulty is to explain the present as having a mystical force”. 
Dr Lock very happily cites in illustration the verse from 
Cowper’s hymn: “Jesus speaks and speaks to thee,” and 
an incident from Dr Pusey’s Zzfe; and this is confirmed 
by the Prologue to the Collection with its marked insistence 
on the fact that Jesus lives. If the author of the Zfzstle to 
the Hebrews could write of Abel (x1 4) kal 8¢ airfs (sc. 
miotews) amofavev ért AaXei, we can surely conclude that 
when he wrote Aé€yer “Ingots the compiler of the Collection 
meant that the Sayings were not to be regarded as words 
uttered in the past and only historically interesting, but as 
being ever repeated® by that Jesus “who lives and appeared 
to the Ten and to Thomas.” 

The formula uses “Iycods not 6’Inoods. In this, I think, 
we have another mark of Johannine influence in the com- 
piler of the Collection. In the Fourth Gospel 6 “Inaois is 


1 Two Lectures, p. 18. 
- 2 At the same time the historic use of the present in Gospel narrative 
(such as John xi 39 déyer 6 Inoois...\eyer avT@ 7 ddeAG7...(40) Aéyer 
airq 6’Inoois...(44) Néyer avrois 6 Ingois) is likely to have contributory 
influence. 

3 The sentiment is somewhat that of Hymns Anc. and Mod. 207, 
“ And His that gentle voice we hear, | Soft as the breath of even, | That 
checks each fault, that calms each fear, | And speaks of heaven.” 
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the normal mode of reference, but "Ijaots (without the article) 
is by no means uncommon (see John iv 47, 50; Vill 1, 49, 
54, 593 xii 44, 543 xviii 34; xix 26). In the Synoptics, on 
the other hand, "Ingots is very rare. Personages referring to 
Jesus may indeed say “Inoois (see Matth, xxvii 17, 22; Mark 
v7; as also in John i 46, ix 11); but otherwise 6 ‘Inaots 
seems to be always used in the narrative after Jesus had 
entered on his ministry: A/ark i 9 and Luke iii 21; iv 1, [4] 
significantly fall within the narrative of the Baptism and 
Temptation’. 


1 But Luke iv 8, 13 (Temptation) uses 6 Ingots. 
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THE PROLOGUE 


ovToe ot {or} Adryou of [Cworrosol ods édd-] 

Agcev "In(cod)s 6 Fav K[at dhOeis Tois Séxa] 
Kal Owpud, kal elev [adtois: ras baTus] 

x x i £ 2 4 / 

av TOV Noywv TovT| wy aKovon, Oavarou] 

OU py yevonTaL. 5 


I. OITOIOIO!, P: obra of {o1}, Swete, Hecuric?, Taylor: {0} roto oi, 
GH, Wessely: §worwowt, Bruston: Oavudowi, GH: Oavuacrol, Lock: 
GdrnOwot, Swete, Taylor: toxaro, Hicks: redevtaio, Wilamowttz: 
éxexrol, éxeeyuevor Heinrict: ahnOets, Batiffol. 2. Kal 6pOels rots 
béxa, Ed.: kbpios or xal drobavaéy, GH: kipuos tots re ddXots (or Tots ¢’) 
pabnrats, Bartlet: kal 6 xipios, Heinrice: ..” lovdg r@| Kal Owpa, Lake: 
kal ddnOwés, Lock: kat pévav Birinry, Bruston: xpvdlws Pidlrry, 
Batiffol: xai d6&a avrots cal Gatua, Wessely: xarevwriov Marla (?), 
Wilamowttz. 3. avT@ 6 KUpios* batts, Swete: Hiddoxwy* édv ris, Lock : 
avrois: dui Aéyw, Taylor. 1-8. rotor ol Nbyor ols éddlAncev "Inoobs 6 
fav Kng¢ | cat Owud. xal elrev: paxdpios bs| dv Tov X. ToUTWY dKovon, 
Bavdrov|o. pu. y.: Ailgenfeld. 


These are the life-giving Sayings which Jesus spake who 
liveth and was seen of the Ten and of Thomas. And He said to 
them: Whosoever heareth these Sayings shall not taste of 


death. “ey 


I. ovrou of [or] Adyou. The first 
syllable? is certainly 01 (with an 1, 
and not with adamaged y as Hein- 
rici and Taylor supposed). GH 
consider the possibility of the cor- 
rection ofrot, but prefer to omit 
the initial syllable and to read rotoe 
oi. The insertion of a superfluous 
initial syllable, however, seems 
very doubtful, whereas an ad- 
ditional 01 may well have crept 
in after OYTO! O1. The correction 


1 Ox, Pap. iv p. 4. 


of Swete and Heinrici is certainly 
more natural than roto.=ro.olde, 
supported though this is by late 
prose use, and is strengthened by 
the parallel odroe of Adyou pov ods 
éd\dAnoa mpods vuas” quoted by the 
discoverers; and to this—remem- 
bering that the ‘ Prologue’ is in 
reality no more than a diffuse title 
—we may add Baruch i 1 kal 
obrot ol No-you TOD PiBAlou obs &ypaye 
Bapovx. 


2 Luke xxiv 44. 
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fworo.ol. Such restorations as 
those of Hicks and Wilamowitz 
are impossible since most if not all 
the Sayings are demonstrably pre- 
resurrectional. The Prologue—as 
a Prologue—has every appearance 
of aiming at the terse and forceful, 
and on this ground epithets like 
‘ wonderful,’ ‘true,’ and the rest, 
must be discarded. Swete, indeed, 
suggests dAnO.vol, comparing AZoc. 
xxil 6 oboe of Néyor mioTol Kal 
adnGvol; but the epithet used 
attributively, as here, is weak. 
Something like (wozool seems to 
be required!. The phrases 6 (Gv 
and @avdrov ov uh yetdonra: make 
the idea of /¢/e very prominent in 
the Prologue, and the second of 
these especially seems to be in- 
tended to make good some claim 
made bythe Editor for the Sayings. 
This claim must have been con- 
veyed in the lost epithet of Néyo., 
and {worool seems most suitable. 
Parallels are plentiful: John vi 
63 TO wvedud €or Td Sworrowody...Ta 
phuara a éyw NeAGANKG buiy mveDud 
éort kal fwh; Psalms cxviii (cxix) 
TO NOyLov cou enoév we ; Barnabas 
vi otrw kal qyueis TH mlare Ths 
evayyerlas kal TS NOyw Fworrorod- 
Bevoe Phoouev ; lastly, the Fourth 
Gospel concludes (xx 3t) with a 
claim exactly similar to the claim 
of the Prologue: taira 6é +é- 
ypanrta. wa mucrevonte...Kal tva 
misrevovTes (why Exnre év TH dvéd- 
pare avrod?. 

2. The restoration of this line 
is of the greatest importance, since 
here and in l. 3 all editors find 
a declaration of the ultimate au- 


thority for the Sayings, and con- 
sider that this, whether true or 
false, has an important bearing on 
the origin of the Collection. 

The published conjectures* deal 
with two points which are, or 
seem to be, more or less distinct : 
(a) What followed 6 {@v? (4) Who 
was coupled with Thomas? All 
editors take it as granted that 
Owpug depends on éAdAnoev. 

(az) GH* suggested—but with 
equal reserve in both cases—xvptos 
or xal drobavérv, and Swete® pre- 
fers the latter of these, for which 
cf. Apoc. i 18. Heinrici® thinks 
6 fv Kal xpos a likely solution, 
but finds the expression only in 
Gnostic writings. Lock’ supports 
his 6 {Gv xal dd\nOwds by reference 
to the Litany of Sarapion :—6 eds 
...0 TOY XapakTipa Tov fGvTa Kal 
adnbwiv yervicas; but ddrAnOwds 
was probably chosen in that pas- 
sage as an appropriate epithet for 
Xapaxryp rather than as ordinarily 
connected with 6 {@r. 

(6) Who was associated with 
Thomas? GH® suggested Philip 
or Matthias, as the Pistis Sophia 
represents these with Thomas as 
recipients of a special revelation ; 
and Batiffol and Bruston have 
followed this suggestion. Professor 
Lake’s brilliant conjecture® Iovég 
T@ | kat Owug has the advantage 
of leaving Thomas’ authority for 
the Sayings undivided, and is sup- 
ported by the *Iovdas 6 cal Owpuas 
of the Acta Thomae. All these 
proposals, however, are checked 
by an insuperable obstacle—the 
fact that the use of one (or two) 


1 When I proposed this (/.7.S. x111 74) I was unaware that Bruston had already 


made the same suggestion (7'” 


. dun anc. recuetl de Paroles de Jésus p. 13). 


2 Compare further Afoc, xxii 18 seq.; ps.-Athan. Adyos Swrypias X. (ad init.) 3 

A Buoeies i See, . . i 
Maxapia Wuxy, 2 akovcaga TovTOUs TOUS Adyous...Kal To.ovga, MapTUpoMar mavTt 
TO AKOVOYTL TA PypaTa TAVTA Kal TOLODYTL, OTL Td GvoHa avTOD ypadyoeTa ev TH BiBAw 


THS Swys. 


3 The reading cal @wug is almost universally admitted. Wessely alone (P.O. 1v 


p. 161) reads x[at S6£a avrots] xat 900 ua; but the original does not bear out this 


suggestion, which in itself is unsatisfactory. 


Ox. Pap. Iv p. 4. 


4 
° Theol. Stud. u. Kritiken 1905 p. 192. 


8 Op. cit. p. 4. 


5 Expos. Times xv 490. } 
TAC: pre’. Rev. LVI p. 426, 
° Hibbert Journ, Il p. 339- 
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names distinctly excludes the main 
body of the Apostles. We cannot 
assume that the Editor meant 


' otherwise any more than that 


Barnabas! writing yéyparrac év 
Tots déxa Néyous év ols éXddyoev... 
mpos Mwojv meant that others 
than Moses received the Ten 
Commandments. Yet if we judge 
of the Sayings—as we must—by 
their Synoptic parallels, we must 
conclude that neither were they 
the fruit of private revelation, nor 
have they any connection with 
Thomas: Saying v offers the most 
obvious proof of this point. The 
difficulty is so real that Swete? is 
driven to think that the Prologue 
is the opening of one of twelve 
groups of Sayings each of which 
was conventionally attributed to 
one of the Apostles, citing the 
title of the Didache, Acéaxi Kuplov 
dia rev Owdexa amrocrédwy Tots 
2@veow, and suggesting that the 
real title of the Oxyrhynchus Col- 
lection may have been Adéyor "Inoot 
mpos Tos dwdexa. Bruston® takes 
a desperate position maintaining 
that the Prologue is really the 
colophon to a preceding section 
of ‘Words of Eternal Life’ ad- 
dressed to Philip and Thomas,—a 
theory which the arrangement of 
the papyrus alone puts out of court. 
Nor is the difficulty which we are 
discussing surmounted by Bartlet’s 
trois Te GAXows or Tots ¢ padyrats | 
xal Owug. This restoration singles 
out Thomas (presumably as. the 
recorder of the Sayings) without 
excluding the rest of the Apostles: 
cf. John xx 26 joav gow ol pabnral 
atrod Kal Owuds per’ abr&v, Mark 
xvi 7 elmate Tots wabyrats avrot 
xai7@lIlérpw. But itis hard to see 
why Thomas should be claimed as 
the recorder of Sayings with which 
tradition has never connected him: 


1 xy. 
3 Fr 


and if the Editor really claimed 
the authority of Thomas, he would 
surely have done so categorically. 

Weare therefore driven to doubt 
that the dependence of Owud on 
€\dAnoev is inevitable. Two pas- 
sages suggest another form of 
restoration. Mark xvi 11 Kdxeivoe 
dkovoavtes 6Te fH Kal e0edOn i’ 
aitis qmiornoay, and Acts i 3 
TapéoTnoev éavtov fOvTa...d6rTave- 
pevos avrois*, In each case the 
statement that Jesus lives is fol- 
lowed immediately by quotation 
of proof: he was seen by such and 
such persons. These passages to- 
gether with John xx 26 (quoted 
above) suggest therestoration given 
in the text®, which makes the refer- 
ence to Thomas natural and easy. 
The Editor, thinking, doubtless, 
of the appearance to Thomas as 
recorded by St John, says in effect : 
‘ These are the words of One who 
lives now and once gave proof of 
his immortality by appearing not 
only to the Ten, but even to the 
Apostle who had most strongly de- 
clared his scepticism.’ The sharply 
marked present and aorist partici- 
ples (cp. Mark xvitr,quotedabove) 
contrast, of course, a continuous, 
permanent state and a past, mo- 
mentary action respectively. 

3. The restoration of the first 
half of the lacuna, though not of 
the greatest importance, is inter- 
esting. The discoverers proposed 
avrots, and this is perhaps the 
most acceptable; it involves the 
assumption, indeed, that the Editor 
has made a mistake (since in John 
viii 48 sqq. the Saying is addressed 
to the Pharisees); but such an as- 
sumption is reasonable enough on 
general grounds and is supported 
by the verbal errors in the Saying 
itself. Doubtless he was quoting 
from memory. The airg of Swete 


2 OD. cit. p. 494. 
. dun anc. recueil de Paroles de Jésus p. 12. 


4 See further 1 Cor. xv 4-8: Luke xxiv 34. _ ei art 
5 Alternatives are cat davels Tols Séxa and kat havepwOeis Tots v. 
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cannot be accepted. If right it 
would imply that the quotation is 
from a document, now lost, in 
which the Saying was actually 
addressed to Thomas; for the 
substitution of a definite person, 
Thomas, for the Pharisees as ad- 
dressee could onlybe accounted for 
by the theory of defective memory. 

Lock would supply 6:6dcxwy, in 
imitation of the ‘ citation-formula’ 
of St Paul and Clement of Rome. 
But, as I have tried to show in 
the Introduction, the Prologue is 
something very different from that 
formula, if indeed it can properly 
be called a formula. 

While reading avro’s in the 
Text, I venture to suggest atrés, 
believing that emphasis may ac- 
count for the peculiar position 
of the pronoun. In this connec- 
tion it will be well, at the risk of 
partial repetition, to consider the 
whole train of thought of the Pro- 
logue. I have already argued that 
Zife is the dominant note, and if 
the conjectured epithet of the 
Sayings, ‘life-giving,’ is right, it 
was natural for the Editor to de- 
velop, enforce, and justify the 
implied claim. If I am not mis- 
taken, the following paraphrase 
will represent his idea: ‘ These 
are the life-giving words of Jesus 
—life-giving, because they were 
spoken by one who lives for ever, 
as he proved by appearing after 
his death and burial to his dis- 
ciples, so that even the most scep- 
tical was convinced. And Jesus 
himself and no other claimed pre- 
cisely this virtue for his words.’ 
In such a form the Prologue is at 
least rid of the dangerous and 
extremely difficult claims to the 
authority of Thomas, while the 


1 Cf. Mark iv 27 ws ove oldev avtés. 


thought seems reasonable and ap- 
posite. The Prologue, then, is, as 
I have said,no more than a diffuse 
title or head-line like JZarfi 1 or 
Baruch i 1 (quoted above); but 
the Editor was carried away intoa 
vindication of the claim he had 
made for special quality of his 
Collection. 

One point of some interest 
remains to be examined. What 
relation does the citation (ll. 3-5) 
bear to its Johannine parallel? 
The passage in question (_ Johz viii 
51-52) is as follows: duny, dunv, 
yw vpiv’ Edy Tis Tov AOyov Toy Eudv 
THPHTD, Odvarov ob wh Gewphaoy ets 
Tov aigva. elrov abr@ oi ’Iovdaior 
...kal od Néyets Edy Tis TOY Adyov 
pov THPHCH od UH yevonTrar Oavdrou 
eis Tov ai@va. The Jewish perver- 
sion. of the Saying is decidedly 
closer to the version in the Prologue 
than is the actual Saying. Itis pro- 
bable, as we have seen, that the 
Editor is actually quoting from the 
Fourth Gospel?: how, then, are we 
to explain the divergencies? GH? 
note that in the Synoptics (JZa/th. 
xvi 28, Mark ix 1, Luke ix 2%) 
Gavarou yeverGat denotes physical 
death ; and Dr Taylor is certainly 
right in saying‘ that in the Johan- 
nine parallelthe Jews perverted the 
Saying ‘he shallnot die spiritually’ 
(0. ob uh Oewphoy) into ‘he shall 
not die physically’ (@. o} uy yed- 
gyrat). The citation in the Pro- 
logue is therefore erroneous as it 
stands. But the error seems due 
simply to uncritical quotation from | 
memory. The Editor failed to per- 
ceive the distinction between the 
two expressions, and perhaps the 
Synoptists had made the second 
phrase the more familiar to him. 
Similarly, inexact memory and 


2 The Prologue (the work of the Editor of the Collection) is of course later th 
actual Sayings, and therefore stands on a different level in its relation to ie Canes 


Gospels. 
5 Ox. Pap. IW pp. 3-4 


4 Oxyrh, Sayings p. 4. 
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confusion will adequately explain 
the use ofd.xovoy (whichis, of course, 
certain) for St John’s rypijoy: cp. 
Sohn 24 6 rov Nyor pou dxovwr.., 
exer Swhv aldviov. Tobrwy seems to 


be an adaptation, made consciously 
or unconsciously to apply the 
Logion directly to the Sayings of 
the Collection. 


SAYING I 


Aéyer “In(cod)s* 
pn Tavedobw 6 tn[ Tov Tod Enteiv Ews av] 
evpn, Kal Stav evtpy [OauBnOnoerat, Kal Oap-| 
BnGeis Baciredoes, call Bacirevoas avatra-| 


NOETAL. 


6. gnrdv Thy fwhy ws dv, GH: tod fnretv, Heinricd: éxfnreiv or Thy 
coplav, Taylor: rhv adynbelav, Lock: rov warépa, Swete: tov Kbptoy, 


Bruston: pe..., Batiffol. 


 _ epy Oapu|Bndels B. kal dvamalyoerar, Heleenfeld. 


Swete. 8. BacteycH, P. 


Jesus saith : 


6-9. ph wave. 6 §. Ews dy | etpn: Kal bray 


7. OapBelodw, 


Let not him who seeketh cease from seeking until he hath found ; 
And when he hath found, he shall be amazed ; 

And when he hath been amazed, he shall reign ; 

And when he hath reigned he shall have rest. 


This Saying is quoted with very 
slight divergencies by Clement of 
Alexandria}, so that the restoration 
of the discoverers is, in all essen- 
tials, certain. As they observed, a 
word not quoted by Clement must 
have followed {776v and must have 
been either an object or something 
dependent upon ravodcOw*. They 
suggested tentatively rhy fwyy, 
which is not unattractive. But the 
verb dapBeicAa gives the impres- 
sion that something less abstract 
is required—something which will 


1 Strom. 1 g. 45 (quoted below, p. 7, 7.v.). 


8 Ch. Quart, Rev. LVI 422. 


produce amazement. Lock’s ri 
adnbelay® and Taylor’s tiv coplay 
seem too frigid and trite. The 
former supports his conjecture by 
reference to the Clementine Homt- 
lies (111 52): 610 kal éxBda Aéywv- 
detre pds éue wdvres ol komiavres * 
TouTéoTw of Thy adnOelay §y- 
rouvres Kal ph evploKovTes avTHV... 
kal ddNore* fyreire kal evdploxere, 
ws wh mpodnrws Keimevns THs ay- 
Oelas. But in this passage it seems 
unlikely that the homilist is inter- 
preting two familiar Sayings by 


2 Ox. Pap. IV p. 5. 
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means of a third and less known 
utterance: the explanation has 
rather the air of being his own. 
And the supplement is too long 
for the lacuna. Swete’s rov marépa 
and Bruston’s rov xtptov (for which 
cp. Zsazah lv 6) chime ill with what 
follows: it is a little too obvious 
to say that to find the Father will 
cause amazement. 

Moreover, these restorations, if 
accepted, would make it hard to 
understand why Clement should 
have omitted a positive object such 
as ‘truth’ or‘wisdom.’ But Clement 
may well have dropped out some 
word or phrase which was slightly 
redundant and seemed to him to 
carry no particular weight : Hein- 
rici’s Tod (nreiv is exactly such a 
phrase and has therefore been 
adopted in our text. 

It may be objected that this 
leaves the meaning of the clause 
too indefinite: what is the object 
or aim of search? The answer is, 
that no precise definition of the 
object sought was intended. The 
search is that vague aspiration of 
humanity after something above 
and beyond itself—the doxapa- 
doxla rhs kricews of Romans viil 19. 
Toa pious Jew of the Old Dispen- 
sation this aspiration might em- 
body itself in the expectation of a 
Messiah (cp. Zeke ii 25), though 
this specialized form of the idea 
is, of course, far narrower than 
the spirit of the present Saying. 
It is, in fact, the fulfilment of the 
vague, instinctive longing or aspi- 
ration of mankind—in Pauline 
phrase the revelation! of the glory 
which is to be—-which provokes 
amazement, a condition of mind 
necessarily preceding ability to 
partake in the Kingdom itself. 

Harnack understands 0au,8767- 
cera in the sense of joyful surprise, 
comparing the Parable of the 


1 Romans, viii 18. 


Hidden Treasure (Matth. xiii 44). 
This parallel exactly illustrates the 
transition between evpeiy and dap- 
BeicOa, though @dyBos should 
rather mean awed amazement? as 
in Luke v g: ede dm’ éuod xrh. 
OdpuBos yap mepiécxev abtév; Mark 
xvi 5 éfePapPnOnoay (of the women 
at the Sepulchre). 

The Saying as a whole is new, 
but every part of it falls into line 
with the Synoptic record of the 
teaching of Jesus. The first clause 
is close enough to the familiar 
(nretre kal ebpnoere of Matth. vii 7 
and Luke xi g; and the discoverers 
also quote Matth. vi. 33 (nretre dé 
mp&tov tiv Bacidelay [rod Geoi]. 
For the second stage we have no 
such verbal parallel. Yet the sense 
is quite in harmony with the 
Synoptic account. Amazement, as 
Harnack remarks, follows finding 
in the Parable of the Hidden 
Treasure*; and the same Parable 
covers the third clause also, for in 
both amazement is followed by 
enjoyment of the thing found. 
The final clause echoes the pro- 
mise of Matth. xi 28 dette mpéds 
BE...Kayo avatratow buds : to come 
to Christ is synonymous with 
attaining the Kingdom, and both 
the First Gospel and the Saying 
promise rest to those who do 
so. 

In l. 7 Swete has proposed to 
read @apuBeloOw as shorter than 
the future (which the discoverers 
regard as somewhat long for the 
space to be filled), and because the 
imperative is used in the initial 
clause. This seems unnecessary: 
the future is apparently possible 
graphically—and an error such as 
OauBnoerat is quite possible,— 
and the context surely requires it. 
Wonder follows upon finding as a 
natural consequence and not asa 
state to be induced. 


2 See Swete Exp. Times xv 491. 


8 Joy is a concomitant of finding in the Parable because of the nature of the thing 


found. 


See ee 
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Il. 8-9. dvarayoerat is a vulgar 
form of dvamravcera: it occurs in 
the parallel Clem. Alex. Strom. 11 
9 45, and Agoc. xiv 13}. 

The popularity of the saying is 
proved by the number of parallels 
in patristic and apocryphal writ- 
ings. The most important of these 
are two citations by Clement of 
Alexandria: 

(1) Strom. 11 9 45 ratrns 6é 
(sc. Tijs dXnPelas) dpxh 7d Oaupdoa 
Ta Tpdypara, ws Idrwr év Cca- 
THTw Aéyer (Pp. 155 D) kal Mar@las 
év rots Ilapadécect rapaway* ‘ bat- 

acov Ta wWapbyTa’ y Kav TO Kad? 
EBpatous evaryyeNiw ‘6 Oavudoas 
Baothetoe.’ — yéypartat—‘ kal 6 
Bacihevoas dvarancera.’ 

(2) Strom.v 14 Toov yap Tobroas 
(Plato Zim. p. 90) éxeiva Sivarac* 


_ fob matvcerat 6 fnTdv Ews dy etipy* 


evpwv 5 Gap BnOncerar’ OauBnOels 
6é Baciredoer* Bacitedoas dé éx- 
avatravOnoerat.’ 


Two questions now arise: 


(a) which of these two citations 


is the more faithful quotation 
from the Gosfel according to the 
Hebrews? (6) Is the more exact 
citation independent of or identical 
with our Saying ? 

(a) Itisprobable that theformer 
passage is a substantial and not a 
verbal quotation from the Gospel. 
Clement is putting the Platonic 
doctrine that wonder begets know- 
ledge : assuming for the moment 


that the longer version is that 


which was actually found in the 
Gospel, may we not fairly argue 
that Clement would have reduced it 


-totheshort form found in S¢vome. 11? 


For the first two clauses of the 
longer form would be omitted as 
irrelevant ; and @avudoas would be 
substituted for @auB8nOels, because 
the latter, while essential in the 
citation as such, was unsuitable in 
Clement’s application of it—é@du- 


1 Cp. Heinrici of. czt. p. 194. 


2 As we should expect a citation from the Gosfel according to the Hebrews. 


the climax-form cp. A/atth. v 25. 


Bos being an emotion which 
occupies the mind exclusively and 
therefore not conducive to recep- 
tivity. We may remark also that 
the longer version is far more 
Synoptic in style? than the shorter. 

While, therefore, absolute cer- 
tainty is impossible, it seems in 
the highest degree probable that 
Clement’s shorter version is a 
modification—made by himself— 
of the longer form, and that the 
longer form is the true citation 
from the Hebrew gospel. 

(4) In what relation, then, does 
the longer form stand to the pre- 
sent Saying? In Clement we have 
ob tavcoeTat—evipiy—eravatravbn- 
cera. for the uh mavodc0w—érav 
etipy—dvarancerae of the Saying. 
Such variants as these which 
carry with them no _ difference 
of meaning are such as occur 
naturally wherever quotation is 
made from memory. They are 
common enough in early Christian 
literature to justify us in treating 
the instances under consideration 
as negligible, and consequently 
deciding that the Oxyrhynchus 
Saying is identical with a Saying 
recorded in the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews. Further, in the 
Introduction, as also at various 
points in the Commentary, reason 
has been shown for regarding the 
Sayings as extracts. Coupling, 
then, the conclusion that the Say- 
ings are extracts with the identity 
of Saying 1 and Clement’s citation 
from the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews, we reach the important 
conclusion— which, I believe, is 
universally admitted, that Saying I 
is quoted from the Gosfel according 
to the Hebrews. 

The other citations are less 
direct, and for the most part do 
little more than show how popular 
the Saying was. (1) Clement 11 6 


For 
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h 5¢ émayyeNla Tod Xplorov weydhyn 
kal Oavpacrn éorw Kal dvdmavors 
Ths medAdovons Bacirelas Kal fwijs 
alwviov. Resch thinks this passage 
is dependent on Clement Strom. 
II g; but in any case the passage 
unmistakably refers to the last 
clause of the Saying: Taylor’ be- 
lieves that Oavyacrn proves refer- 
ence to the preceding clause also, 
a view which would oblige us to 
regard the passage as confirming 
Clement’s shorter citation as the 
genuine form. But to say ‘the 
promise is wonderful’ is very 
different from saying ‘the promise 
is attained through wonder,’ as 
the Sayingdoes. ‘Clement’ doubt- 
less uses Oavyacrh without any 
reference to our Saying”. (2) Acta 
Thomae (ed. Tischendorf) of délws 
peradapBavovres T&v exe? ayabay 
dvarravovTa kal dvamavéuevot Bact- 
Aevoovow. Though dvdmavors and 
Baciela are reversed, it is clear 
that here again the reference is to 
the final clause of the Saying. 
(3) Evang. Thomae (ed. Tischen- 
dorf) A. v. dpxerév col éote fnreiv 
kal ph edpetv. This passage has 
not hitherto been connected with 


the Saying. It seems to mean ‘It 
is bad enough that, with all your 
search (expectation) as a pious 
Jew for the Messiah, you have 
failed to recognise him when he is 
before you. Do not make it worse 
by ill-treating me,’ and so agrees 
exactly with the explanation of 
the initial clause in our Saying 
given above. (4) Itseems at least 
possible that in Péstis Sophia 
(§ 251 ed. Petermann) there is 
an adapted version of Saying I: 
Schwartz’stranslation of the Coptic 
is as follows: ‘et dicite iis: ne 
remitte quaerere per diem et noc- 
tem, et ne avaxre (?=dvéxere) vos 
usque dum inveneritis zvor7jpia pur- 
gatores quae purgabunt vos ut red- 
dant vos e/Atxpwés lumen, ut euntes 
in altitudinem xAnpovounonte lu- 
men mei regni.’ If we leave out 
the Gnosticdressing of this passage, 
theremainderevemitte quaerere... 
usqueduminveneritis,..uteuntesin 
altitudinem x\npovopnonte (lumen) 
mei regni, is obviously very close 
to the Oxyrhynchus Saying ; in- 
deed the first clause of the Coptic 
is verbally almost identical with 
the first clause of the Greek. 


SAYING II 


révyes “I[ovdas: tives dpa] 


ot EdxovTes mas, [kal more éXevoeTar] fe) 


» Baarela (17) év ovpalvois odca; Aéyer In(cod)s: 
: EC AT 
\ a a nr 

Ta TeTELWa TOV Ovplavod, Kal THY Onpiwy 6-| 
TL UO THY yhv éot[ LW } emt THS yhs, Kal] 

£9 / an 
ol txOves THs Oardloons, ovTor of EXxov-] 
Tes Uuas* Kal 7 Baolirela THY ovpaver] 15 
Lj A € nr > p ER - g 4 \ 
évTos vpav [élote: [kal doris av éavTov] 


1 O.S. p. 6. 


2 Cp. Hippol. Comm. in Dan. 1v 60 70d obv Kuplov Supyoupnévov...7ept TH} yons 
| Cp. ‘omm. in Dan. EN 'S MEAAOV 
Tov ayiwv Bacideias ws ein Evdotos kai Oavpacty. a ais ge pels 
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a 7 ~ t 
yr@ tavtTqy evpn| oer Kal edpdvtes abrir] 


(THe: \ i€ 
EavTovs yvaoerbe [ort viol Kal KAnpovopor] 


EOTE Upsets TOD Tarpos TOU tLlavroxpdropos, eat 


poate oe é EauTovs év[ O(e)@ dvtas Kat O(€d)v év dpiv.| 20 
Kal vpels éote 1) rd[Aus O(€0)d]. 


Off. Ayer "Inoods: épwrare rives of &. Huds els rhv Bactrelay el 4 B. ev 
ovpavaa eoTW;......... Td 1. TOO ovpavod Kal Tov Onplwv bru brs Thy hv 
€or h éml ris yijs Kal of i. ris Oaddoons, obror of EXxovres buds, kal 7 
Basthela r&v odpavdv évrds duav éore Kal boris dy éavrov WE Tadryy 


t £ % ~ n 
EUPHTEL......04. €auTous yrwoerbe kal eldjoere drt viol dare dpels Too maTpos 
TOU TavToKpdTopos...-yvwa(er)Pe EAUTOUS EV......cceseenes kal vuels éore 
NIETO. «cos. 2 Ge. 


h. "Inoods: wh PoBelrwoay of &. J. émt Tis yijs* vuav yap 4 Put ép 
ovpavg, kal ép tpiv orm Ta 1., Bartlet. 

d.’Incots: épwrate tives of &. huds dvw eis ovpavov el 4 B. év obpare 
éoriv; aunv éyw, Taylor. 

d. "Inoods: rlves eicw ol &. b. mpds Tiv Bacidelav; 4 B. év odparg: of 
6é éi THs yijs Kai Ta 1. TOO ovpavod Kal wav Kricpa bred. 7. y. éorw Kat 
év T@ aby kal of i. THs Oaddoons, ovTor of Edxovtes buds, Swere. 

h. Ingots: ras Aéyovow ol &. Huds eis Ta KpiThpia bre h B. ev ovpayg 
éoTw; pyre Sbvarat Ta 1. TOD ovpavod émiyryvaoxew Tl bd Tiy yi 
éorw; kal rt év T@ ovpave oi l. THs Paddoons; otrws oi EAxovTes Uuas. 
kal % Baordela duds pévror évros budy éorw, Kal ds édy Ta évTds budv 
YD, TAUTHV EVPITEL....0...00- éaurods yuwioecbe évdbmiov Tov Beov. Kat viol 
ésre J. Tou m. Tov TeAdelov ey ovipayw. yydoerbe EavTos evwmioy THY 
avOpdrwv, kat 0. éore, 7 wroeia0e, Deissmann. 

X.’Inoovs: wi) Aynre, Sart of &. H. els THY yi ered) 7 B. ev otparyp 
brdpxer- parore Ta T. TOU ovpavov héyovoew Sarl v. T. y. €orw épmeTa 7) 
Sari of t. rs Oaddoons; Toto of EXxovres Umass Kal H Bactrela Tov ovpavav 
é. &. dort. Barts ody EavTov yup Ta’rny edphoe Kal Sray vets é. yuwoerbe, 
eldjoere Ore viol éore U. T. 7. T. TavTés, Kal bray yvdoerbe €. ex Heod, 
Tore odpdvio: Kal tpets ere 7 (?) wrepoddpu, Bruston. 

déyer “I.* tives of Xxovres Huds clow; 4 B. &v ovparyy Kal Ta 1. TOD 
ovpavov. rb bd ri yay éorw; ot i. Tis Oaddoons EdxorTes buds. Kal 7 
Baoirela évrds tudv éorw, ds dv cavrdv yw@ Tabrny edpioe, Eéavrods 
ywicerbe: duels dare TOO m. TOU Tedelov. ydobe EavTods & aiTg. Kal 
tyets eore ) wba, Helgenfeld. 

d. Inoovs’ alreire, Lock: 0. Inoots: wy etrnre, Bartlet. 

g-11. Aéyer Inoods wi PoBelrwoar of &. 4. els kpurypia dudv yap 7 B. 
év ovpavy, Wessely. 
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17. ebphoe: édy yap adnOGs, Swete: edphoe Kal eipbvres abt, 
Heinrict. 18. rNwececbal, P, corr. GH: viol cal Ovyarépes, Swete. 
19. bWlorov’ Kal jpets brav, Bartlet. 20. év 7H moder TOU Geov, Blass: 
év TG marpl tuav, Heinrici: évrds rhs wbdews ovras, Swete: év rots 
éavrov bvras, T’ aylor. a1. 4 wrbds, Blass, GH, Swete: nrrnpévot, 
Heinrici : 4 wrb\s O(€0)b, Bethune Baker. 


Judas saith: ‘Who, then, are they who draw us? And when 
shall come the Kingdom which is in Heaven?’ Jesus saith: 
‘The birds of the air and, of the beasts, whatsoever is 
under the earth or upon the earth, and the fishes of the sea; 
these are they which draw you. And the Kingdom of Heaven 
is within you ; and whosoever shall know himself shall find it. 
And when ye have found it, ye shall know that ye are sons and 
heirs of the almighty Father, and ye shall know that ye are in 


God and God in you. And ye are the city of God.’ 


Critics differ widely as to the 
meaning to beattached to the par- 
ticiple €\xovres (1. 10), and this 
disagreement together with the 
mutilation of the Saying and the 
absence of any general parallel to 
the whole, has given rise to a large 
number of reconstructions. 

The renderings of €\xovres may 
be grouped as follows: (1) GH? 
and Swete? understand ‘ attract’ 
or ‘influence’; (2) Taylor® takes 
the word in its literal and physical 
sense, ‘ pull’ or ‘draw’; (3) Bart- 
let* would interpret it ‘ persecute’ ; 
(4) Deissmann renders ‘ drag’ (sc. 
before the judgement-seat). These 
views can be considered only 
briefly. Taylor’s rendering must 
be rejected on the ground of the 
extreme maiveté it assumes on the 
part of the author of this Saying. 
That the birds of the air might be 
said to draw us up to Heaven, 
is perhaps admissible as a poetic 


1 Ox. Pap. p. 7. 
4 In Ox. Pap. \.c. 


2 Expos. Times xv 491. 


figure and not without a classical 
echo; but to claim that the beasts 
‘on the earth and under the earth’ 
also perform this service, borders 
on the ludicrous, while the admis- 
sion of the fishes of the sea to the 
same privilege is surely intoler- 
able®. Bartlet’s reconstruction fails 
on the grounds given by GH, 
that authority over brute-creation 
hardly justifies the command ‘ fear 
not them who persecute you.” And 
it should be noticed that the 
parallel advanced by Bartlet from 
Barnab. Vi 12 and 18 attributes 
this authority to mankind in 
general (following Gemesis i 26). 
Deissmann’s restoration® yields to 
none in ingenuity ; but is it likely 
that unbelievers would be repre- 
sented as making such a taunt? 
Surely the whole course of early 
Christian history shows that those 
who ‘dragged Christians before 
the judgement-seats’ failed to 


8 Oxyrh. Sayings pp. 9-10. 


5 In J.7.S. vil p. 548, however, Dr Taylor compares Philo de Pracm., et Poen. 
(M. ii 415, 421) to the effect that by contemplation of the world and its order men 
may rise up as on a sort of heavenly ladder to the thought of God. 

5 Beilage zur Allgemeinen Zeitung (1904) S. 117. 
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understand this very point that 


‘the Kingdom was in Heaven.’ 
Moreover, the reconstruction of 
ll. r1-14 has a strange sound and 
makes but a lefthanded reply to 
the supposed taunt of the perse- 
cutors, 

Bruston! fails to see any con- 
nection between birds, beasts and 
fishes and the Kingdom, but finds 
a double opposition (1) between 
birds and fishes, (2) between the 
Kingdom and those who draw us 
to the earth. But Matthew (as we 
shall see) gives a key to the con- 
nection between birds and the 
Kingdom, and Psalm viii, with 
many other passages”, shows that 
birds, beasts and fishes are con- 
ventionally representative of the 
whole lower animate creation. 


_. The sense in which GH and 


Swete understand €\xorTes is surely 
the right one, being supported, as 
the latter points out, by Clement 
(Strom. VII 2 § 9) who speaks of 
menasTw@aylw mvevjpare EXxduevor®: 
the discoverers also compare the 
use of éAxvew in John vi 44 ; xii 
32. Taking &\xovres in some such 
sense, GH base their restoration 
fon the close parallelism which 
we have supposed to exist between 
1. 15 -Tes buds Kal 7 Baorrela Tov 
ovpav&y and 1. ro of Exovres Huds 
followed in 1. 11 by 4 Baowrela év 
ovpay@.’ Such a view, implying as 
it does that the Saying was in the 
form of question and answer, 
alone adequately explains the frag- 
ments of the text. The restoration 
@\xov res (ll. 14-15) is, of course, 


~inevitable. 


The restoration printed in our 
text rests upon two considerations 
to which perhaps too little impor- 


tance has been attached. (1) In 
1. 10 the papyrus has tds and in 
l. 15 twas: the change may, as 
GH point out, be no more than 
an error which is very common in 
papyri; yet a restoration which 
can retain the MS. reading has at 
least a slight advantage. (2) In 
1. 15 [oi Axov]res buds is separated 
from 7 Baowdela by xal: does this 
not force us to conclude that the 
parallel of €\xovres quads also was 
followed by «at, or, in other words, 
must not the question have been a 
double one*? If this be so, the 
restorations hitherto put forward 
must be profoundly modified ; 
and it remains to give further 
grounds for the reconstruction 
here put forward. If the pas... 
beads of the papyrus is right, the 
question must have been put to 
Jesus by a second person (just as 
Saying v consists of a series of 
questions followed by an answer) : 
it cannot well be a rhetorical or 
echoed question as GH regard it, 
and it is most unlikely that Jesus 
would haveincluded himself among 
those who are ‘drawn’ by the birds, 
beasts and fishes. In 1. g the sur- 
viving Aéyec “I[... naturally sug- 
gests the familiar Aéyer “Inoois ; 
but this is not inevitable, and I 
have conjectured dye. Iovdas in- 
troducing the gwestzon (cp. John 
xiv 22, quoted below), and have 
filled out the otherwise difficult 
lacuna in |. 11 with the formula 
éyer “Inoots which introduces 
the answer: why Judas has 
been selected as the interrogator 
will become clear later. If, again, 
the answer is in two parts, con- 
nected by «al, it is highly probable 
that the question also was similarly 


1 Fragm. dun anc. recueil de Paroles de Jésus p. 114. 

2 E.g. Hesiod, W. and D. 277; Job xii 7, 8. freee : ; 

8 Mr Badham cites further Clement Strom. vi 6 tous mev yap TpoTpemer o 
Kvptos’ rois 88 75y éyxerpycace Kat xeipa dpéyer Kal avédke. Id. V 127 taxds 70d 


s 


Adyou...1révra Tov KaTadofapevov Kat évTOs EavTOD Tpds EauTHY EAxet. iO ps 
4Dr Taylor (7.7.S. vit p. 548) regards kat as ‘editorial’: in view of the 
apparent parallelism between question and answer, this explanation cannot, I think, 


be maintained. 
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divided. Leaving on one side, then, 
the first part of the question ‘Who 
are they who draw us?’ with its 
answer ‘ These are they who draw 
you,’ we must ask what was the 
second question which is answered 
by ‘The Kingdom of Heaven is 
within you.’ Now this answer is 
familiar enough. Zzke xvii 20 has: 
émepwrnbels 6€ brd T&v Papicalwy 
more -&pxerar 7 Bacirela Tov Geov, 
dmexplOn avrots Kal elrev’ ovK 
épxerar  Bacidela Tov Oeov perd. 
maparnphoews...ldod yap, 7 Bact- 
rela rov Oeod évrds tua éorly. 
Since Luke, then, gives the reply 
contained in our Saying as the 
answer to a definite question, and 
since we have reason to believe 
that our Saying contained a double 
question, is it not at least highly 
probable that the second part of 
the question which we are seeking 
to recover, was similar to the 
question answered in Zzke by the 
remarkable saying ‘ The Kingdom 
of Heaven is within you’? I have 
therefore restored ‘And when shall 
come (ov cometh) the Kingdom 
which is in Heaven!?’ 

I have supposed that Judas 
(‘not Iscariot’) is the interroga- 
tor. Luke, indeed, makes the 
Saying ‘ The Kingdom of Heaven 
is within you’ part of the reply 
to the Pharisees; but this is not 
likely to be historically true, in- 
asmuch as the Pharisees are nor- 
mally represented to us as the last 
people of whom it could be said 
that the Kingdom was within 
them. Possibly Luke had before 
him some notice of a question of 
the Pharisees, ‘When is this King- 
dom to appear?’ and the detached 
logos 4 B. évrds budv, and uncriti- 
cally welded the two together. 


Judas, however, appears in John 
xiv 22 with a closely parallel ques- 
tion : A€yet ad7@ "Iovdas...xbpre, Th 
yéyovev ort huiv pédres Euavifew 
ceaurov kal obxi TG kdopy ; where 
is latent the same contrast between 
a material and spiritual view of 
the Kingdom as in the present 
Saying. Hippolytus* also has pre- 
served a notice of a question asked 
by Judas (Iscariot?) concerning 
the Kingdom: 7ov ofv kuplov 6xy- 
youpuévou tepl Tis wedhNovons T&Y 
aylwy Bacrrelas... katamdayels 6 
"Tovdas...2¢n° Kat tls dpa dperar 
tavra; We might almost suppose 
that the name of Judas became 
traditionally associated with a cer- 
tain type of question, though pos- 
sibly the two owners of that name 
were not always clearly distin- 
guished. 

We may now turn back to the 
remarkable reference to the birds, 
the beasts and the fishes. These, 
as we have seen, are representa- 
tive of lower animate creation; 
but what is meant by saying that 
these ‘draw’ or ‘influence’ us? 
The answer is to be found, as 
Dr Taylor has shown’, in AZatth. 
vi 26-30, where the fowls of the 
air and the lilies of the field 4 are re- 
presented as drawing us, if we will 
but heed the lesson they teach, by 
their example of faith in provi- 
dence®. Dr Taylor further com- 
pares /od xii 7-8 a\Nd 67 épdsrnoov 
TeTpamroda édv cot elmwor, merewa 
6€ ovpavod édv cor dmayyel\wow * 
exdinynou yh édv cor dpdon, Kal 
é&nyjoovral cot of lx Oves THs Oadde- 
ons, a passage which alike in its 
main thought and in its phraseo- 
logy lies so closely parallel to our 
Saying as to make almost inevit- 
able the conclusion that the com- 


1 For another setting of this question cf. 2 Clem. x11 2. 
2 Comm. in Dan. 1 60 (=Preuschen Aviileg. p. 29 no. 23b). 


8 Oxyrh. Sayings p. 11. 
4 Cp. also Luke xii 24 ff. 


5 Cp. Hymns Anc. and Mod. 276, especially the last stanza. 
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piler of the Saying elaborated the 
essential idea of Matthew or Luke! 
on a model derived from the Old 
Testament. 

In this connection it will be 
well to consider the relation 
between our Saying and Luke 
in regard to the Jogos # Bacirela 
TOv ovpavay évrbs buay éorw. GH, 
indeed, incline to see connection 
between the Saying and the Gospel 
of Thomas, quoting Hippolytus 
Refut. V 7 0b povov & avta&y ém- 
paprupely pact Te Aé6yw Ta’ Acov- 
plov puornpia, adda Kal Ppvyadv 
wept THY Tav yeyovéTwy Kal ywo- 
pévev Kal éoouévwv ert paxapiay 
KpuBouéevny duov Kal pavepoumévnv 
giow jvrep pact Thy évrds dvOpd- 
tov Bacthelay otpavay ¢nroupérny, 
mepl ys Stappyonv cv T@ kara Owpuay 
émvypapouevy evayyeNlw mapad.dd- 
acu Aéyovtes otrws* Eue 6 SnTev 
evpnoee ev matdlois do ér&y énra: 
éxel yap & TH TEecoaperkatdeKdTw 
aidv KpuBdmevos pavepovuar. But 
surely this passage does not state 
or imply that the Jogos was found 
also in the Gospel of Thomas’: it 
seems clear that the Naassenes 
urged in defence of their doctrine, 
‘The Happy Nature, in which 
we believe, is the same as your 
canonical doctrine of the Kingdom 
of Heaven within a man, though 
its nature is more explicitly re- 
vealed in a Jogos in our own Gospel 
of Thomas.’ The /ogos, then, is 
common to Luke and our Saying 
alone: are we to suppose that the 
evangelist and the logographer 
derived it from the same source 
or parallel sources, or that one is 
indebted to the other? Circum- 
stantial evidence makes it pro- 
bable, if not certain, that the 
Saying is indebted to the Gospel ; 
for (1) we have already seen good 
reason to believe that the first 
part is composite and owes one of 


13 


its elements to the first Gospel ; 
(2) if the second part of the Saying 
is genuine and not a later addition, 
its mystical and quasi-philosophical 
character demands a post-synoptic 
date; (3) the other Sayings gene- 
rally betray dependence upon one 
or more of the Synoptics, and 
analogy therefore is in favour of a 
similar dependence here. 

The second part of the Saying 
is less compact than the first, and 
restoration is consequently more 
hazardous. No detailed criticism 
of the suggestions hitherto pub- 
lished, therefore, is likely to serve 
any good purpose: it will be 
sufficient to remark on the new 
supplements given in the text as 
they occur. The restoration of 
GH in 1. 16 is certainly right, and 
that of Heinrici in 1. 17 almost 
equally so. In ]. 18 I have sub- 
stituted kAnpovdmor (for which com- 
pare Luke x 25 but especially 
Romans viii 14, 16-17 bc00 yap 
mvevuate Geod dyovTat, ovTol cicw 
viol Geod...a07d TO mvedua cumpap- 
Tupel...d7e éopev Téxva Oeov’ el dé 
Téxva, Kal KAnpovduor® KAnpovdpuor 
pev Ge00, cvyKAnpovéuo dé Xpicrod) 
for @uyarépes (Swete, Taylor). In 
1.19 the discoverers’ ravroxpdropos* 
may well be right, though the 
epithet is a matter of minor impor- 
tance. Lines 20-21 are decidedly 
difficult: in the former only the 
suggestion of Heinrici év r@ rarpl 
buav seems plausible. Following 
his suggestion, I had once thought 
of év éuol dvras Kape & byuiv (cf. 
John vi 56; xiv 20; xv 5); but 
this is a little too long; and I 
therefore read év O(e)@ dvTas Kal 
O(€0)v év duty, and compare 1 John 
iv 13 & TovTw ywwoKomev STL ev 
aire pévouev kal abros ev nuty bre 
ék Tod mvetparos avrod dédwKev 
juiv. In the latter Blass’ supple- 
ment 7 m7é[\ts* alone seems pos- 


1 The common phrase Ta merewa Tod ovpavod makesit likely that Matthew rather 


than Luke, who has kdépaxes, was in the c 
2 Cp. 2 Cor. vi 18. 


ompiler’s mind. 


p. Matth. v 14. 
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sible; and though the change of 
subject is abrupt, this is not 
necessarily an objection. I have 
adopted Prof. Bethune Baker’s sug- 
gestion (privately communicated) 
that 6(e0)$ should be added. 

The second part of the Saying 
in its abstract and philosophical 
character stands in strong contrast 
against the first. While the earlier 
portion is redolent of the country- 
side, the latter sounds like an echo 
from Alexandria! or some similar 
centre, and it seems at least pos- 
sible that this part of the Saying 
is an addition to the less artificial 
first half. 

Whether the second part is an 
amplification or no, there seems 
good ground for believing that the 
first part at least is an extract 
from a larger context. Whether 
the Saying began ‘Ye ask who 
are they who draw us’ (or the 
like), or ‘[Judas] saith: Who, 
then, are they who draw us?’ it 
must have been preceded by some 
enigmatic statement which pro- 
voked the question (whether real 
or assumed), by some such state- 
ment as ‘Ye shall be drawn unto 
the Kingdom.’ If this be granted, 
the passage to which our Saying 
belonged was of the same type as 
the citation in 2 Clement v dis- 
cussed in the Commentary on 
Saying Iv, and this citation, as I 
have there tried to show, must 
come from the Gospel according to 
the Hebrews. In itself this attri- 
bution is obviously precarious; but 
the Saying seems to show certain 
tendencies which may in some 


degree strengthen it: (1) there is 
a naive unconventionality in the 
statement that birds, beasts and 
fishes ‘draw’ us which is generally 
similar to the spirit of the well- 
known fragment? from the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews, Gptt 
EaBé pe ) wrnp pov To ayvov 
mvetpa ev pug TeV TpLxGv mou Kal 
amiveyké pe els Td Opos TO peya 
Oa8ep: both passages, moreover, 
seem to be adaptations from ancient 
Hebrew literature*. (2) The meta- 
physical and theological character 
of the second part of the Saying 
(apart from restorations) on the 
one hand is Johannine—and as we 
have seen in the Introduction the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews 
shows a distinct though minor 
Johannine element—, and on the 
other lies parallel to Saying 1, 
which is attributed by Clement of 
Alexandria to the same Gospel. 

The argument of the Saying as 
a whole seems to be that men can 
be greatly influenced towards the 
Kingdom by the example of faith 
and trust shown by the lower crea- 
tion ; for the Kingdom is not a ma- 
terial one: it is latent in man and 
consists in his capacities for faith, 
trust, and the like. When a man 
becomes conscious of these and 
develops them (knows himself)— 
a process in which the example of 
the birds of the air and other 
creatures exercises a powerful in- 
fluence—, he has found the King- 
dom, and realizes all that this 
implies, sonship with God and 
unity with God. 


1 Cp. Clement of Alexandria Paedag. ut 1 (quoted by Badham in Ox. Pag. 1v 


¥ ry 2 ~ S 
7) hv dpa, ws coke, TaVTMV éyLoTOV HAOnudTwY Td yrOveL avTov* éavToV yap Tus eav 


yon, Gedy cicerar. 
2 Orig. Comm, in Ioh, ii 12 87. 
% Job xii 7-8; Ezech, viii 3. 
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SAYING III 


Néyet “In(cod)s: 

ove arroxyyces avO[pwmos Thy ddr €v-] 
pov érepwthoat Talyta......dvac-] 
pav mrepl tod Tomou TAs Kabédpas; evpr-] 

4 \ +” a ” \ 
geTe OTL TONAL EcovTat T[pOToL EcxaTot, Kal] 25 
ol €oxator TpeTot Kal [fonv KAnpovoynaov-| 
ou. 


22-27. dvOpwios KdnOels cad¢pwv é. wavrws va Tay KAnTbpwY T.T.T. 
THs SoxHs Tov avaxhOjoerar 8. 7. &. mpGro érxaro kai of & mp@row kal 
ddtav ebpjoovew, Deissmann. 

ovK GmroKyycet dv Opwios (wv) Tay évryworépwy Emepwrhoat mapa Tov Selrvou 
dmopay mepl Tov Témou Tijs KNiclas TOU K\LOHoETAL* Brum. &. MpaTo. €oxaror 
kal of & a. kal davepol droBaivovow, Wessely. 

G&vOpwros wept Tay Katpav é€. Tappno.afduevos AnpGv mepl Tov T. Tis 
ObEns: tpets 5¢ owryoere (kTH.) kal ddrALyor evpjoovew, Swete. 

dvOpwros wipns juepGv €. Tapa Tov mpecBuTépww wept T. T. THS ovis 
atrov. GAN evpyoere (kTr.) Kal dNiyor KAnTOL claw, Taylor. 

22 ff. dv@pwmos véos kal cwppwv é. Tapa Tay mpeoBuTépw m. 7. T. Tis 
dvarravaews: Kalyvicere 6. 1. &. (kTA.) Kal ws 6 AALos ExAdupovow, Bruston. 
23. wappnotg kal icropdv, Bartlet, 
24. THs Baoirelas cldjoere, GH. 
26. why aldviov eovow, GH. 


22. mepl Tov warépwv, Bartlet. 
etrepwtHce, P (corr. GH). 
25. 67, suprascript in P. 


Jesus saith: 
Shall a man who has found the way not fear to ask...determin- 


ing all things concerning the place of his seat? Ye shall find 
that many first shall be last, and the last first, and they shall 


inherit eternal life. 


The discoverers offer no restora- ovrés éorw 6 Témos Tév dpxepwr't 


tion forthe main part of this Saying, 
and those of Swete, Deissmann, 
Taylor and Bruston are, on general 
grounds, not satisfactory. Mr Bad- 
ham has suggested comparison with 
Apoc. Petr. déyet hulv 6 Kipios* 


vuav Tav Sikalwy dvOpwHrwr ; but 
no reconstruction on this basis 
seems possible. 

I have ventured to follow what 
seems to be another possible line of 
restoration, - Here, as elsewhere in 
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the Sayings, the Synoptics seem 
to give the safest clue, and the 
latter part of this Saying is 
obviously very close to the Synop- 
tic Gospels. A/fatth. xix-xx has 
a series of incidents which are 
likely to help us. First (xix 27 ff.) 
we have rére dmoxpiGels 6 Ilérpos 
elrev avr’ dod iets adjkapev 
mavra...Tt dpa gorar nuiv ; elev O 
"Inoods...xabloecbe Kal vpets emi 
dwbexa Opdvous...moddol dé Ecovrar 
mp@rot oxarot kTA. Then follows 
the Parable of the Labourers in 
the Vineyard (xx 1-16), ending like 
the preceding incident and the 
present Saying. Thirdly we have 
the episode of the ‘mother of 
Zebedee’s children’ who asks pre- 
cedence for her two sons (xx 20-24). 
Lastly Jesus himself utters a warn- 
ing to those who seek the first 
place. These passages form a 
group which might be headed 
‘On seeking Precedence,’ and 
the warning ‘the first shall be 
last’ surely links the whole with 
our Saying. It is highly probable, 
then, that the Saying also deals 
with the matter of seeking prece- 
dence in the Kingdom; and this 
probability is increased by the use 
of rémos, a word which in Luke 
xiv g-10 means ‘place’ (the 
‘room’ of A.V.) with a definite 
connotation of precedence}. 

In consequence, the restoration 
of ris xaOédpas in 1. 24 seems 
almost inevitable—ov« dmoxvncec 
should then be treated as an in- 
dignant question; and we may 
assume that the lacuna after 
dv@pwros was once occupied by 
words which gave reason whyaman 


should be ashamed to ask of such 
matters. I have therefore restored 
thy oddv etpav®. The general sense 
of the Saying would then be: ‘a 
man who has found the one great 
and essential thing (the Way) ought 
to be ashamed to haggle about his 
precedence over others.’ 

There remains the lacuna in 
1, 23 which I cannot fill with any 
confidence. The missing words 
may possibly have been explana- 
tory of éwepwrnca, and I have 
accordingly suggested md[pra... 
diat]pov*, ‘ determining (or trying 
to determine) all things concern- 
ing the place,’ etc. The comple- 
tion of 1. 26 is a matter of only 
secondary importance. GH sug- 
gest {wmv aldvov eovew*, which 
is adequate; but J/atth. xix 29 
may be thought to favour {wn 
kAnpovopnoovcw. 

TheSaying—however we restore 
it—is a remarkable instance of that 
salient characteristic of the Oxy- 
rhynchus collection as a whole— 
the mixture of elements at once 
parallel to and divergent from the 
Synoptics. For while the first part 
of the Saying has nothing exactly 
similar in the Synoptics, it never- 
theless seems related to a clearly 
marked group of episodes in the 
Gospels. On the other hand the 
second part of the Saying corre- 
sponds exactly with the Synoptic 
version, and as compared with _ 
Mark x 31 this correspondence is 
exact (Mark, indeed, inserts 6é 
after woAXol, but this is due to his 
different context): AMatth. xix 30 
differs only in the omission of 
oi before the second écxarou®, The 


1 Note that almost immediately above (xiii 29-30) Luke says ‘they shall come 
from the east and from the west...and shall sit down (avaxAvOjcovrat) in the kingdom 
of God. And lo, there are last which shall be first,’etc. (This after speaking of the 


selection of the self-righteous.) 


p. 1 Clement Xxxvi atry 7 686s...€v fj eUpomev Td cwrTApiov wav “Incody 


Xpiotov; John xiv 4 Kat Orou ey® Urdyw oldare Thy Oddv. 


3 For this use of 
4 Cp. John iii 16, 36; v 24. 


vatpecy cp. Aristotle Phys. v1 9 2. 


5 Luke’s ciciv Exxara ot Eravta, mp@ror KTA, (xiv 30) is obviously remote from 


the present question, 


~~ > 
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Synoptics and the Saying are in- 
deed so close that it is incredible 
that the two are independent, and 
the evidence reviewed in the Intro- 
duction goes to show that it is the 
writer of the Saying who is the 
borrower. The points of difference 
between the versions of Matthew 
and Mark are, however, so slight 
that it is impossible to say with 
certainty whether the author of 
the Saying borrowed from the first 
or the second: only we may be 
sure that he borrowed from one 
of them. 


The abrupt rebuke conveyed in 
the first part of the Saying re- 
proving as it surely does the ten- 
dency to seek for precedence, can 
hardly be anything but an extract: 
it must have formed part, not of 
any general exhortation, but of a 
reply to some request. It is, indeed, 
only intelligible to one who can 
reconstruct the context. If con- 
jecture is permissible, we might 
regard the Saying as coming from 
a lost version of the incident of the 
Sons of Zebedee. 


SAYING IV 


Neyer “In(cod)s- [wav 7d wy Eutrpoc-] 
Gev THs OWeaws cov, Kal [TO Kexaduppévor | 
amo cov atroxadvg{O)noet[ai cou ov yap éo-] 
\ Aa > \ t 
Tiv KpuTTOV 0 ov davel pov yevynoeTat,| 30 
Kal TeOappévor 6 olvK éyepOncetat]. 


28. 70 Kexpuppévor, GH. 
(corr. GH). 


Bruston. 


29. aTtoKadyopucertal, &, Wessely? 
30. galvy Tots...ovpavlois or 6 ob pivots pavepwoet more 
31. OE€BAMMENON, / (corr. GA) 


: od ywwodnoera GH 


(alternative reading) : ovx éEoptierat, Bartlet: ob pavepdy 7 abrots or obk 


étoptiter, Bruston. 


Jesus saith: 


Every thing that is not before thine eyes, 
And that which is hidden from thee, shall be revealed unto thee ; 
For there is nothing hid that shall not become manifest, 


And buried that shall not be raised up. 


The restoration of this Saying 
does not admit of much contro- 
versy: the second half of 1. 30 and 
of 1. 31 doindeed admit of different 
supplements; but these do not 
affect the general structure and 


meaning of the whole. As far as 
I know, Bruston alone has dis- 
turbed this critical calm. In 1. 30 
he objects? to the discoverers’ 
gave[pdv and thinks that ivy 
(= galyy) or pdois? should be read. 


1 Comparing the analogous form of the aorist passive participle dmoxadugetons: see 


Karanis et Sknopaiu Nesos in Mém. Acad. de Vienne xvi p. 6. 
2 Fragm. d'un anc. recuetl de Paroles de Jésus, p. 17. 


W. 


3 Jb. p. 34. 
2 
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The first half of this Saying is 
new, though John xiii 7 6 éyw 
mow ov ovk oldas apTt, yuwon dé 
pera tadra affords a parallel in 
the most general sense. 

The latter half has parallels in 
all three Synoptics, Luke giving 
two versions of the Saying. These 
passages may be divided into two 
groups, as follows : 

I (a) Mark iv 22 ob yap éori 

TL Kpum@Tov édvy ph Wa 
pavepwOn, obdé éyévero 
dméxpuypov ad iva eis 
gpavepov €hO7. 

(4) Luke viii 17 ob ydp éore 
Kpurtov 5 ov avepdv 
yevryoerat, ovde dmdKpv- 
gov 8 ob ph yrwo8D Kal 
els pavepov €O7- 

Matth. x 26 ovéev 
yap éore kexahuypévory 6 
ovK dmoxahupOjcerat kal 
Kpurroy 5 ov yrwobn- 


II (a) 


cera. 
(4) Luke xii 2 obdév 5é cvy- 
Kexaduppévoy éotly & 


ovk drokahupbyjcerat Kal 
KputtTov 5 ov yrwobn- 
oeTal. 

In the first of these groups, 
where Luke is clearly dependent 
upon Mark, the Saying occurs in 
a series of disconnected logia and 
is therefore without context; but 
in the second we find it in the 
Charge to the Twelve (Maith. x 
5 ff.), or to the Seventy (Zuke x 
1 ff.), though the third evangelist 
defers some of the most characteris- 
tic matter—including the parallel to 
the present Saying—to chapter xii. 
Our authorities for the Saying in 
its two-fold form are, then, Mark 
(for Group I) and Q (for Group II). 
Whether the latter owes its context 
to the ingenuity of an editor or no, 
is a matter which need not be dis- 
cussed here: the question before 
us is the relationship of Saying Iv 
to this double tradition. Grenfell 
and Hunt consider it to agree with 
Matthew and Luke (Group II) 


in general arrangement, but with 
Mark in the language of the first 
clause of the second half. Else- 
where—in the Logia of 1897 as in 
the Sayings of 1903—the influence 
of Mark is very slight, if indeed it 
exists, while that of Matthew and 
Luke is strongly marked. Now 
the first clause of the second half 
of Saying Iv coincides word for 
word with the Lucan parallel in 
Group I, and it therefore seems 
likely that Mark should be left out 
of the matter altogether. On the 
other hand the relationship be- 
tween the Saying and Group II 
seems to extend beyond arrange- 
ment. dmoxahup@yncerat is peculiar 
to the Q version—a fact which 
suggests that another Q word, 
kexadupueévoy, should be supplied 
instead of the discoverers’ kexpuppeé- 
vov. It may, then, be claimed that 
the Saying is dependent partly 
upon the Q tradition, and partly 
upon the Lucan version of Mark’s 
tradition. 

This, together with the novel 
first and fourth clauses, calls for 
explanation. The Saying would 
seem to have grown in the follow- 
ing way: the final clause either 
grew up naturally in post-apostolic 
days, or (as is more likely in view 
of the dependence of the third 
clause upon Luke viii) was de- 
liberately substituted for the final 


clause in the version of Group I. ~ 


Then, it appears, this revised Say- 
ing was contaminated with the 
Group II version, its first clause 
superseding the second clause of 
Group II, which it closely resem- 
bles. In consequence the first 
clause of Group II was left out 
of the parallelistic scheme, but 
was retained by prefixing a totally 
new first clause. It is significant 
that this clause contains the Johan- 
nine word 6yis. 

Is Saying Iv an extract? If so, 
we must—in view of its relation- 
ship to Group Il—assign it to a 


j 
—_ 
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version of the Charge to the 
Apostles (ortothe Seventy), though 
_ the remarkable final clause indi- 
cates that the articular connec- 
tion must have been other than 
Synoptic. The discoverers, indeed, 
held that the Prologue claimed 
S. Thomas as the authority for 
the Sayings, and that it is there- 
fore inconceivable that the Collec- 
tion is a series of excerpts from 
well-known Gospels. In the notes 
on the Prologue I have shown 
reason for believing that the men- 
tion of Thomas is there only 
casual, and that he was not claimed 
by the Editor as the source from 
which the Oxyrhynchus Sayings 
were derived. Consequently, there 
is no initial objection to the theory 
that the Sayings are extracts. 

Does our Saying then show 
signs of extraction from a context? 
The use of the second person 
singular is remarkable: it gives 
the Saying a precision and direct- 
ness which an isolated Jlogion 
would hardly be likely to preserve. 
It is used, indeed, in discourses as 
an oratorical device to secure 
vividness!, but this explanation 
does not seem to meet the present 
case. SurelySayingIvis addressed 
to an individual, and the striking 
character of the final clause may 
be taken as lending support to 
this conclusion, since the departure 
from the Synoptic version may 
well be due to use in a more 
specialized context—a context in 
which such a version would be 
_ particularly appropriate. 

This context may perhaps be 
recoverable. We have seen that 
the Saying in its Synoptic setting 
is part of the great missionary 
Charge, but we must here note 
that neither in the version of 
Matthew nor in that of Luke is 


any individual specially promi- 
nent. Yet our Sayingis, apparently, 
addressed to an individual. Now 
the author of the Second Epistle of 
Clement* has an interesting frag- 
ment of a version of the Charge 
which is related to the Synoptic 
versions, but diverges markedly 
from them. In this, the indivi- 
dual, St Peter, is introduced. The 
passage is as follows: Aéyer yap 6 
Kipios* égecGe ws apvla é&v péow 
Nbxwv. aaroxprbels 5é 6 Ilérpos aire 
Aéyer* éav ovv Stacrapdtwow oi 
bot Ta dpvla ; elev 6 "Inoods TH 
Tlérpw* wn poBelcOwoav ra dpvia 
Tous hUKous weTa TO Gmrobave atta 
kal tpets pn poBeicbe rods dmo- 
xtelvoytas buds kal under div Suva- 
pévous troveiv> ada PoBeicGe Tov 
pera TO amrodavety wads exovTa 
éfovclay Wux7s Kal owparos rod 
Barely els yéevvay mvpds. In this 
citation from an unnamed gospel 
the monologue is broken by an 
interlocutor—St Peter. May not 
our Saying well have been the 
reply to another question? I will 
venture to suggest what this ques- 
tion may have been. A very note- 
worthy deviation from the Synoptic 
version in the Clementine passage 
is the oxymoron ‘those that kill 
you and can do nothing to you. 
We shall see presently that the 
citation is highly rhetorical: for 
the present, is it not likely that 
the oxymoron is intended to evoke 
another question which might be 
restored as follows ?—dzroxpiOels 5é 
6 Ilérpos Aéyer* Kbpie, m&s hévyers 
Tovs GmroxreivovTas Huds wndev Huy 
Sivacba moeivy; The reply to such 
a question might well be in the 
form of our Saying: ‘ you do not 
understand this now®, but later it 
will become clear; for that which 
is hidden shall be revealed, and 
that which has been buried shall 


1 Matth. vii 3, though the Saying may well be one which has lost its real context 
(in some incident) and been worked up here for convenience. 


2§5. 


8 Cp. John xiii 7. 


2—2 
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be raised up.’ The remarkable 
fourth clause of our Saying becomes 
very apt in such a context. 

If, then, the Saying is a frag- 
ment from the gospel used by 
pseudo-Clement, can we discover 
which of the many rejected gospels 
this was? Lightfoot and Harnack 
have, indeed ,consigned all pseudo- 
Clement’s citations to the Egypt- 
ian Gospel, chiefly because one of 
them ! appears to be a part of the 
dialogue with Salome cited by 
Clement of Alexandria from that 
Gospel. The citation in question 
may indeed be from the Gospel 
according to the Egyptians; but 
we now know that that document 
was not the only record of the 
material contained in that dia- 
logue®. And if it were certain 
that pseudo- Clement used this 
Gospel once, the fact would not 
prove that he used no other. 
Indeed, it would be hard to ima- 
gine a more complete contrast 
than that which exists between the 
remaining Clementine citations on 
the one hand, and the Salome 
dialogue as preserved by the 
Alexandrian Clement on the other: 
the former are Synoptic in charac- 
ter and of the type of the First and 
Third Gospels, while what little we 
actually know of the Egyptian 
Gospel® indicates that that docu- 
ment was of a very different charac- 
ter. Now the Clementine fragment 
of the missionary Charge shows a 
peculiar rhetorical structure. It 
commences with an abrupt state- 
ment ‘Ye shall be as lambs in the 
midst of wolves.’ In its brevity 
and obvious incompleteness this is 
certainly designed to lead on to the 
question which follows—a ques- 


1 Preuschen Axtilegomena p, 2f. 


tion, however, which is not parti- 
cularly forcible. This put, the 
monologue continues by way of 
formal reply. The arrangement— 
which is not likely to have any 
historical foundation—seems in- 
tended to relieve the monologue 
by introducing a kind of dramatic 
variety. Possibly, then, this rhe- 
torical structure will serve as a 
clue to the source of the Clementine 
citation, and so—if the connection 
between this and the Oxyrhynchus 
Saying be admitted—to that of 
our Saying. Happily a passage 
which shows exactly the same 
structure is extant. Jerome? cites 
the following passage from the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews: 
‘<*Si peccaverit,” inquit, “‘ frater 
tuus in verbo et satis tibi fecerit, 
septies in die suscipeeum.” Dixit 
illiSimon discipulus eius : ‘‘ Septies 
in die?’’ Respondit dominus et . 
dixit ei: ‘*‘ Etiam ego dico tibi 
usque septuagiessepties.”’ Here as 
in the Clementine citation we have 
first an abrupt statement, then the 
mechanical question of the inter- 
locutor, and lastly the remainder 
of the canonical Saying, here 
made into a response®. 

Stylistic considerations at least 
do not oppose the ascription of 
the Oxyrhynchus Saying to the 
Gospel according tothe Hebrews. At 
the outset of these notes we saw that 
the Saying depends upon Matthew ~ 
and Luke, and later we recalled 
that pseudo-Clement’s citations in 
general have the same tendency. 
The fragment of the missionary 
Charge is certainly Matthaean in 
the connected form it gives to that 
address, but the influence of the 
Third Gospel is perhaps to be 


2 The Saying about ‘trampling on the Garment of Shame” occurs i 
Oxyrhynchus Gospel fragment (Ox. Pag. 1v no. 655). a he 


8 Cp. Batiffol Rév. Bzb/. 1897 pp. 513-15. 


4 C, Pelag. 111 2 (Preuschen Antilegomena p. 6 no. 10a). : 

5 There is not the least doubt that such dramatic presentations of Sayings are later 
than their canonical versions, though Handmann (das Heér. Evang. p. 87) thinks 
Jerome’s citation is earlier than its parallel in Matthew and Luke. ~ 
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seen in the use of dpvial, In 
Jerome’s citation this double influ- 
ence is more clearly marked, the 
words z# die depending on Luke 
Xvil 4, while sepfwagies septies is a 

hrase borrowed from Matthew 
beviii 21-22)?._ The whole ques- 
tion both of the derivation of the 

Oxyrhynchus Sayings from the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews and 
of the dependence of that Gospel 
upon Matthew and Luke has been 
considered in the Introduction. 

It may be well to sum up by 
way of conclusion the various 
heads of the theory for which I 
have been arguing. (1) The Say- 
ing in its use of the second person 
singular is, so far, extra-Synoptic, 
and a parallel to this feature can 
be found only in the fragment of 
the missionary Charge preserved 
by pseudo-Clement. (2) This cita- 
tion is remarkable in style, and in 
this regard is identical with a frag- 


ment known to belong to the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews. (3) The 
Saying on the one part, and the 
apocryphal excerpts with which 
we are here concerned on the 
other, have an identical relation to 
the Synoptics. 

Alternatively, this Saying might 
be thought to be an explanation 
substituted by the Hebrews Evan- 
gelist for the rebuke to St Peter 
in the episode recorded in AMatth. 
XVi 21-23 (=Mark viii 30-33). 
Following out this conjecture we 
may suppose that the passage in 
St Matthew was combined with its 
doublet Matth. xvii 22-23, where 
the first evangelist leaves an open- 
ing for questions, whereas Luke 
ix 45, Wark ix 32 state that the 
disciples did not understand the 
saying (kal qv mapakexadup- 
bévoyv am abrav: Luke ix 45) and 
feared to ask for an explanation. 


SAYING V 


éEleralovow adtov oft wabnrai avtod Kat 
Né]youcw: Tas vycTev[ comer, Kal THs Tpoc- 
a x lal » t 7 
ev&o |ucOa Kai mas [eMenuoovyyy Trotn- 
come, Klat Ti Tapatnpyolopev Tov Tapabo- 35 
a ¢€ 
Oévta|v; Aéyer Ina(od)s: [ovK érecGe ws ot 
umokp|itat* pn Tovelt[e TavTa pavepas, 
Gra THis GdnOetas av TéyerOe, Kal 4 Sixat- 
vA € A 2 le bY ‘ i 
ocuvn vue@|v al loxexp[uppevn Ectw* De- 
f ft / 2 ¢ n n 3 
yo yap: palxdpi[os] éorev [0 TavTa Tomy év 40 
a isa es A ¢ 06 > fa) 
KpuTTo, Ste év pavep|@ éat[at 0 probes avtov 
mapa TS Tatpl bs éot ju [€év Tois ovpavois. 


1 Matthew (x 16) uses mpdfara, Luke (x 3) dpvas. : é 

2 Cp. Adeney Hzbbert Journal 111 154. Jerome’s fragment. indeed uses the title 
dominus (xvpuos), while Clement’s fragment uses Iyaovs. This however is no objec- 
tion to my theory: Luke uses both "Ijcots and kvpuos (see x 1, 39-41 ; Xi 39 ; xil 42; 


xiii 15 3 xvii 5). 
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33 ff. was vnoredowper kal wOs mpocevédpela Kal was €. morhowpev Kat 
rt maparnpnodpeba Tay Towotrw; r.’1.- BAérere wh Tov pLoOdy dmohetre. 
bh movetre undev el pH Ta Tis GdyOelas dv yap mohre Taira ywwoedBe 
puorhpioy damoxexpuppevov: Aéyw tpiv: waxdpibs éorw ds dy..., Swete. 

33 ff. was vnoredcoper Kal rGs dmodovedueba Kal wGs mporevédueda Tov 
Kbpiov kal rb maparnphoouer Wa Swiv KAnpovoynowpev; X. "I. Tots 
padnrats: ws droxpetal py moveire byeis, GAG ws of viol THs adyOelas 
dvaBdémere els Tov Oedv GAG odX Wa dwoKelonra tpiv pucOds. 6 ToUTO 
mov pakdpibs éorw Kat ) Bacidela Tv ovpavGv ait@ éorly, Bruston. 

34 ff. Kal was éXenuootyny dooney Kal Th raparnpnobueba Kal rot7}- 
comev; X.’1.* obk EceaGe hs of Hroxpiral: wh woceire bpets Yevdos GANA THs 
adnOelas avréxecbe. éorw 5¢ H Swh buav dmoKxexpuypévy amd Tov Kbopov. 
pakdpids éorw..., Taylor. 

35. maparnpyocomey (nrouvres THY Bacirelav (or Tv Swhv), Heinricz. 

35 ff. cal rl maparnphoomey iva Swny Exwuev; Xr, "1. ws movovew ot 
broxpiral uh movetre buets; TH yap 60G THs addnOelas dvOioravrat, Toy Se 
pucbdv Tov dmoxexpuymévoy aberovow: Kal pakdpids éorw @ 6 mucOds ev 
ovpay@ éorly..., Barnes. 

37. vmoxpliral, Taylor: jeitat, P. 
Lock. 


39. 7d udvva 7 Kexpuppévor, 


His disciples examine him and say: How shall we fast, 
and how shall we pray, and how shall we do alms, and what 
shall we keep of the traditions? Jesus saith: Ye shall not be 
as the hypocrites. Do not these things openly, but cleave to 
the truth ; and let your righteousness be concealed. For I say: 
Blessed is he that doeth these things in secret, for he shall be 
rewarded openly by the Father who is in Heaven. 


The condition of the Saying is 
such as to discourage restoration, 
and the discoverers have confined 
themselves to the completion of 
1. 32 and the filling of some of the 
smaller lacunae. Here, as else- 
where in the Sayings, the only 
hope for a plausible restoration lies 
in following whatever clue the 
canonical Gospels may offer. 

Let us first consider the restora- 
tion of the question to which the 
Saying proper is a reply. The 
discoverers’ supplement for 1. 32 


is inevitable: as they remark, — 


Papicato: is not likely in view of 
what follows, nor, it may be added, 
would such a reading as of wabnral 
‘Iwdvvov, since John had already 
given definite teaching on both 
fasting and prayer’. We pass on 
then to the four questions put by 
the disciples. The first alone is 
adequately preserved, but the 
second may be confidently re- 
stored as ‘ How shall we pray?? 
both because the fragmentary read- 
ing of the papyrus seems to point 


1 Luke xi 1. 


(ee 
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to this, and because fasting and 
prayer are continually linked to- 
gether as two inseparable things. 
No word survives in the papyrus 
to indicate directly the subjects of 
the third and fourth questions, yet 
these also may be recovered if we 
can find and follow a Synoptic 
clue. Now in Jaitth. vi a series 
ofsubjects are discussed—(1) Alms- 
giving (wv. 2-4), (2) Prayer (vv. 5— 
15), (3) Fasting (vv. 16-18)—which 
furnish parallels to the first ques- 
tion. May we not then confidently 
conclude that the subject of the 
third question in our Saying was 
almsgiving!? If further parallel is 
needed to support the association 
of these three, reference may be 
made to the pseudo-Athanasian 
Adyos cwrnpias rpds mapbévoy § xii 
p- 46 (von der Goltz): édov roy 
xpdvoy Tis fwhs cov &v vyorelas 
kal mpocevxais Kal éAenwootvats 
dtarédker. The restoration of the 
fourth question is less obvious : 
the supplements of Swete and 
Taylor seem too vague to be ac- 
ceptable; indeed, they do not 
amount to a really distinct ques- 
tion such as is needed. On the 
other hand, Bruston’s suggestion 
‘what shall we observe, that we 
may inherit eternal life?’ is alto- 
gether too wide, since the disciples 
are obviously inquiring on par- 
ticular points. The discoverers”, 
however, threw out a suggestion 
which has been strangely neg- 
lected, ‘How far, it was probably 
asked, are existing Jewish ordi- 
nances to be kept?’ Now the 
verb maparnphcopev® at once sug- 
gests comparison with Mark vii 9 
KaAGs AOereire Thy EvToN}Y TOD Geo 


wa rhv wapaddow buadv rnpjocnre, 
and mapado0évrwy may be restored 
in our Saying. This explains the 
form of the question (‘ wha¢ shall 
we observe’): fasting, prayer and 
almsgiving are fundamental things, 
and the disciples need only ask 
how these are to be performed ; 
but they would naturally ask what 
was to be kept and what rejected 
of theless authorised mass of Jewish 
ritual and ceremonial tradition*. 
But if (as seems to be the case) the 
first three questions are parallel 
to, and perhaps derived from, a 
part of the Sermon on the Mount, 
how are we to account for the 
association with them of the fourth 
question as we have restored it? 
That section of the Sermon on the 
Mount which precedes the teach- 
ing on prayer, fasting and alms- 
giving, is a series of corrections 
and amplifications of the Old Law, 
introduced by the formula 7xKov- 
gate Gru éppynOn Tots dpxatos, and 
these sayings of ‘men of old time’ 
might fairly be summed up as 
Tapddocts or mapadodéyra or per- 
haps vousfomeva. 

We may now turn to the Saying 
proper, the answer to the four 
questions put by the disciples. 
None of the published restora- 
tions of the second half seems 
to be satisfactory. Dr Taylor 
seems to reconstruct the reply with 
little or no relevance to the ques- 
tions of the disciples®, and Prof. 
Swete’s conjectures make only a 
remote answer, which fails to give 
any direction as to the manner 
of doing alms, of praying and of 
fasting: and the introduction of 
puornpiov® seems specially arbi- 


1 This view is taken by GH, Swete and Taylor and is, I believe, generally 


accepted. 
2 Ox. Pap. IV p. 9. 


8 For this compound cp. Gad. iv 10 nuépas maparnpetabe Kai pyvas Kat Kavpovs. 


4 Cp. Mark vii 4 (quoted above). 


5 Dr Taylor (/.7.S. vit_p. 549) sees in], 39 a reference to Co/, iii 3 4 SwH tmav 


kéxpurtar cv TE XpraT@ év TH Oeg. 


8 For which cp. Cod. i 26 70 , 70 dmoxexpupmevoy amd TAY aimvar, 
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trary. Here, as in the first half 
of the Saying, the Sermon on 
the Mount seems to be the best 
guide to restoration. The opening 
sections of JMJatth. vi on alms- 
giving, prayer and fasting are 
each accompanied by a warning, 
wh oadmions...womep of vroxpiral 
mowdow (v. 2); ov écecbe ws ob 
broxpiral (v. 5); wh ylveoOe ws ob 
droxpirat (v. 16), and in view of 
these some such restoration of the 
first half of 1. 37 as Dr Taylor’s 
appears inevitable. 

The main answer to the dis- 
ciples’ questions seems to lie in 
ll. 37-39, and if the questions 
themselves and the warning with 
which the reply opens appear to 
stand in intimate relation with the 
directions given in the Sermon on 
the Mount on Fasting, Prayer and 
Almsgiving, it is likely that the 
answer also should find a parallel 
in the same context. For the re- 
storation given in the text, I would 
compare: (1) AZatth. vi 3-4 cot 
dé mocovvTos eXenuooty yy, ML) yvoTw 
% dpiorepd oovu Tl moret 7 Degtd gov 
brws % cou 7 e\enuootyn ev TE 
kpum7@ (and the parallel passages, 
vv. 6 and 17), (2) Marth. vi 1 
mpooéxere THY Sikacoovyny VuoY w7 
moveiv Eumpoober T&v dvOpmmrwr. In 
1. 38 dv[réxerGe was suggested to 
me, before I had seen Dr Taylor’s 
reconstruction, by J/atth. vi 24 
and especially by J/sazah lvi t 
(quoted below); it being granted 
that vroxpliral (1. 37) is right, 
some such antithesis is required. 
The introduction of dtxcacoodvn 
which covers religious and moral 
observances is justified alike by 
Maitth. vi t (just quoted) and by 
Matth. v 20, where the word is 
apparently equivalent to the ‘ Law 
and the Prophets.’ 

Lastly, the Saying clearly ends 
with the promise of a blessing on 


> 
p. also Matth. xxiv 46. 


those who comply with the direc- 
tion given above. The few letters 
extant in the papyrusare, of course, 
wholly inadequate of themselves 
to make any restoration probable; 
but if, as we have seen reason to 
believe, the whole preceding part 
of the Saying is parallel to a defi- 
nite section of the Sermon on the 
Mount, our restoration, which re- 
lies upon the same passage, is at 
least plausible: cp. Matth. vi 1 
mpooéxere...el 5€ punrye picOdv ovK 
éxere wapa To TaTpl buav TE &v 
Tots ovpavois: 76. 4 6 maTyp covd 
BrX\érwv év TE KpuTT@ drodwoet cor 
év T@ davep~'. The form of the 
blessing is perhaps dependent upon 
Lsaiah \vi2 paxdpios avinp 6 moby 
TauTa, Kal dvOpwmos 6 avTexopevos 
avrév*. For the introductory Aéyw 
yap cp. Matth. v 20, 2 Clem. 
VIII 5. 

The general correspondence of 
our Saying to the section of the 
Sermon on the Mount, accom- 
panied as it is bya marked freedom 
of treatment, raises the question 
of the relation between the logo- 
grapher and Matthew. The Ser- 
mon on the Mount is, as a whole, 
a highly edited document, and of 
no part of it is this more true than 
of the section which lies parallel 
to the Saying: the recurrence of 
the set form ‘ When ye...be not as 
the hypocrites who,..: verily they 
have their reward. But when ye..., 
doit secretly. Andthe Father who 
seeth in secret shall reward you’ 
as each of the three great subjects 
is considered is an effective but 
essentially a literary device. The 
Saying, on the other hand, is quite 
informal and as we might think 
far more natural: ‘ How shall we 
do this and that?’ are answered 
not separately after one set form, 
but altogether. And it should be 
noted here that the disciples are 


B, D, Zr with some versions and witnesses omit the final phrase. 
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presumably bidden to keep ra 
TmapadobévTa : cp. Matth. xxiii 3, 
V 17-19. 

Is it, then, possible that the 
Saying is an earlier and more 
original version of a part of the 
Sermon on the Mount? A priori 
such a view is perhaps attractive, 
but it is hardly probable. The 
reply is cast in parallelistic form 
which is indeed a characteristic of 
many genuine Sayings, but in the 
Commentary on Saying Iv we 
have already seen reason to sus- 
pect that parallelism may be the 
work of the author or editor upon 
whom the logographer drew ; and 
the presence of the word a\7e.a, 


which is distinctly Johannine rather 
than Synoptic, forces us to believe 
that here again the parallelism is 
not a primary trait. And ingenious 
as is the shape into which the 
whole Saying is cast, such com- 
pression finds a parallel in [Athan. ] 
Aéyos owrnplas ix ad init. (p. 43, 
ed. von der Goltz) pndels karapav- 
Oavérw Thy doxnoly cov...adn’ el Te 
tovets, €v KpumT@ Tote. Kal 6marnp 
cov 6 ovjpdvios 6 BAérwv Ev TH KpUTT|@ 
amodwce cot. Moreover, the corre- 
spondences of the Saying with 
Matthew and the differences from 
that parallel are just such as we 
find in other Sayings (e.g. Saying 11) 
which are manifestly post-Synoptic. 


SAYING VI 


{ Locion I] 


a [déyes “I(nood)s+ &xBa-| 
b [Ne mpe@rtov tiv Sonor] 
c [é« Tod 6fOarpod cov, ] 
Kal ToTe SuaBrewers 
éxBareiv TO Kappos 
TO €v TO OfOarp@ 
ToD adeAgod cov. 


a—c. LS (=Luke vi 42). épbées | els 7d évddrepdv cou ov | 6pOarpob 


rod éxBa-|Netv thy ev atr@ doxdy |, Bruston. I. 


Wessely*. 


Jesus saith : 


draBréWeras, 


Cast out first the beam out of thine own eye, 
And then thou shalt see clearly to cast out the mote that is in 


thy brother’s eye. 


1 It was possibly suggested to him by Lwke xi 1; and that incident might be 
thought a possible occasion for the present Saying. 


2 Wessely regard 
SvaPrdpers. 


s the va (usually regarded as the page-number) as an alteration of 


373685 
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The surviving fragment of this 
Saying stands first on the verso 
which the discoverers maintain to 
have come uppermost in the codex. 
The evidence on which their view 
is based! seems entirely satisfac- 
tory, and as it has already been 
reviewed in the Introduction, it 
need not be restated here. If 
Batiffol? were right in asserting 
the opposite view, the order of 
the Logia would be reversed, 
iv-viii becoming i-v: Bruston? 
actually accepts this inverted order 
and seeks to unite Logion 1 with 
Logion vIII, a change which 
carries with it a challenge of the 
discoverers’ reading of the last two 
lines of the vecto. This reconstruc- 
tion cannot claim serious con- 
sideration unless examination of 
the papyrus should show Grenfell 
and Hunt’s reading to be mistaken. 

The Saying occurs in Matth. 
vii 3-5 and Luke vi 41-423 but 
there is nothing to show whether 
it appeared in our codex in the 
full form given by the Synoptics, 
or in the shorter form which LS#4 
have suggested. The fragment as 
it stands agrees exactly with the 
textus receptus of Luke vi 42, and 
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that as Batiffol notes® in a minute 
point (76 év7@ é6@Oahue@ as against 
Matthew’s éx Tod 6@Pahyuov). West- 
cott and Hort, however, following 
Codex Vaticanus (B) and some 
other MSS., put éxBadety at the 
end of the clause in preference to 
the other uncials and the Coptic 
version. Taylor has therefore sug- 
gested® that the extant portion 
may be derived from JMJatth. vii 
3-5, the phrase 7d xdppos 7d ev TQ 
é6~0aru@ being taken from v. 3, 
and the preceding part from v. 5. 
But such a hypothesis is as unlikely 
as it is artificial: surely it is both 
simple and natural to regard the 
fragment as identical with one of 
the two divergent lines of the 
Lucan text. 

The Logion then must bederived 
from Luke or Luke’s source (z.e. 
Q); but since on the one hand the 
Sayings and the Logia as a body 
are distinctly later than Luke, and 
on the other the phrase 76 év 7@ 
é6p0adu@ is a literary refinement 
such as we might well attribute to 
Luke himself, every consideration 
goes to show that the Saying 
derives from the Third Gospel. 


SAYING VII 
[Locion IT] 
révyes | I(nood)s: 
éay pon vnotevon- 5 
TE TOV KOT MOY, Ov [42) 
evpnte THY Bactnel- 
av Tov O(co)d* Kat éav pr) 
caBBationte Td caB- 


Barov, ovx dyperGe T0(v) 


m(aTé)pa. 


1 Ady.a "Ingod pp. 6-7. 
3 Les Paroles de Jésus p. 10, 
5 Of. cit. p. 503. 


Io 


2 Rev. Bibl. 1897 pp. 501-2, 508-9. 
4 Two Lectures p. 7. eons 
® Oxyrhynchus Logia pp. 6-7. 


>_> 
pe 
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5-6. MH NHCTEYCHTAI, P. wvnoredanre, Kipp (ap. Zahn), Weiss: 
Miojonre, von Gebhardt: vnxhonre (for vixknonte), Harnack(?). rod 
kéapov, LS, Gifford: rG xbcu, Harnack: els rov xbopor, Redpath : 
€ws tay Svoudy, Anonym. in Academy: Tov Kowov, Quarry: éacpuév, 


Davidson : ri vynotetay, Cersoy. 


Jesus saith: 


7. €YPHTAI, P. 


Except ye fast toward the world, ye shall not find the King- 


dom of God; 


And unless ye sanctify the whole week, ye shall not see the 


Father. 


The reading of the papyrus is 
sufficiently clear throughout, but 
the unusual vyorevonte Tov Kéopmov 
has very generally been treated as 
a blunder. Yet none of the emen- 
dations proposed is satisfactory. 
The association of xédcpos with 
vyorevew or its equivalent dzo- 
TaéecGa is well enough attested to 
put out of court all attempts to 
change either verb or noun: thus 
Clement of Alexandria! has pa- 
Kdptot...oi Tov Kbapov vynoTevorTes, 
and olrws kal juets TOY KooMLKaY 
vnorevew xpyh: and in Acta Pauli 
et Theclae* we have paxdpio of 
admoratdmevor TH Kdopy TOUTY, and 
again in Péstis Sophia? ‘dwordo- 
cere xéouqm omni et #Ay omni.’ 
Others have tried to alter the 
accusative, Harnack suggesting 
the dative, Lock and Gifford the 
genitive. This last would at least 
bring the phrase into line with 
Clement’s use; but the laws of 
parallelism certainly require an ac- 
cusative after vyoreve to balance 
odBBarov. Cersoy* has sought 
another solution of the difficulty 
and one which is very attractive : 
the Aramaic words answering to 
kéopos and ynorela are so closely 
similar that a confusion of the two 


1 Strom. Il 15. 99. 2§v. 
4 Rev. Bibl. 1898 pp. 415-16. 


would be the easiest matter pos- 
sible. If, therefore, the Sayings, 
or the document from which they 
were derived, have been translated 
from the Aramaic, a translator 
working in the earlier part of the 
second century would the more 
easily fall into this error from his 
knowledge of the current expres- 
sion ‘to fast from the world.’ 
The correction of xéapov tovnorelay 
would have the advantage of per- 
fecting the parallelism, vyorevew 
Tay vnorelay exactly balancing 
caBBarifew 7d c4BBarov. How- 
ever attractive this view may be, 
other considerations seem to make 
it inadmissible; for the supposed 
translator wouldsurely have written 
tod xéouou had he been thinking of 
the current v. roi k6opov. And the 
proposed change radically alters 


the meaning of the Saying, attri- 


buting to Jesus a rigid formalism 
of which we have no other evidence 
and which is improbable in itself®. 
Even granted that the Logion is 
taken from the Gospel according to 
the Hebrews®, it would be difficult 
to believe that the compiler of that 
book could have so far misrepre- 
sented the teaching of Jesus. If 
we are to accept Cersoy’s sugges- 


3 P, 157 [250] ed. Petermann, 


5 But cp. Mazth. ‘one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law until all be 


fulfilled.’ 


6 Since this Gospel satisfied Christian adherents to the old Law (Euseb. H.Z. 


III 27 4). 
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tion at all, we must suppose that 
the Saying either belongs to an 
early period in the ministry before 
the characteristic antagonism to 
formalism had been developed 
—which is improbable in view of 
the references to the Father and 
to the Kingdom of God, signs 
which indicate a more mature 
period—, or was intended to cor- 
rect a tendency to carry customary 
religious observances too lightly. 
In favour of this last compare 
Matth. v 18, 19. 

The construction vycredew Tov 
kécpov is certainly unusual, but 
seems defensible?. Matthew (v 6) 
has ol wewGvres kal duWGvTes THY 
Otxacoovvnv where the accusative 
is not the object of the participles, 
but expresses that in respect of 
which men hunger or thirst?; 
similarly vyorevey tov Kdopov 
surely means ‘to be fasting in 
regard to (towards) the world®.’ 
Further, Professor Bevan4 has cited 
the Arabic: ‘If thou desirest to 
escape the chastisement of God, 


ar 2 

then fast the world’ (Ls ot re). 

The shade of thought conveyed 
by the phrase in question deserves 
closer examination. When Clement 
of Alexandria uses vyorevew Tob 
xécuov, his meaning is clearly ‘to 
abstain from all that characterises 
the world as opposed to the 
heavenly kingdom’: he uses vy- 
orevey metaphorically. In the 
Logion, however, vyorevew retains 
its literal sense in part: fasting is 
merely symbolical and so, in itself, 
worth nothing; it must be in 
respect of the world, of evil things. 


The emphasis, so to say, is on 
xécuov, which introduces a new 
element, while the verb carries the 
old idea of fasting (abstinence 
from food) which is to be de- 
veloped in the new direction. 

Thesecond halfof the parallelism 
has caused some difficulty, though 
less than the first. Most editors 
are forced to use caBBarlfew ro 
oaBBarov in a sense which has no 
parallel, ‘to keep ¢ruwe sabbath,’ 
or the like. Taylor® after collect- 
ing the LXX uses of caBBarifew 
concludes that ‘in no case does 
‘“to sabbathize a sabbath” mean to 
keep the Sabbath in the ordinary 
sense,’ and that the Logion incul- 
cates something altogether different 
from keeping the Jewish Sabbath 
in the ordinary way. Now, followed 
by cd8Barov, cdBBara, the verb 
means either ‘to keep the sabba- 
tical year,’ or ‘to keep the Day of 
Atonement’ (Zevzt. xxiii 32). The 
first of these senses is obviously 
out of the question here: the 
second would force us to accept 
Cersoy’s correction in the first part 
of the Saying, since on the Day of 
Atonement the ideas of Fast and 
Sabbath were specially connected §. 
That the Saying’ merely laid stress 
on keeping the Day of Atone- 
ment is, however, to narrow it 
beyond the limits we can admit, 
and if caBBarlfer 7d o. means 
only ‘to keep the Day of Atone- 
ment,’ it no longer balances 
vnorevev TOO Kdopou. 

Early Christian writers develop 
the idea of a spiritual Sabbath as 
opposed to the formal Jewish in- 
stitution, and of these the most 


2 Taylor ( J.T.S. VII p. 549) points out that a similar accusative is used in x Cor. 
Vii 31 ot ee TOV KOTMOV WS MH KaTAXpwmEVoL. 


2 The 


V. rendering ‘they who hunger and thirst afer righteousness’ is there- 


fore incorrect : ‘ toward righteousness’ might be better. 
8 Wessely renders ‘ fast in that which concerns the world,’ and regards the phrase 


as equivalent to amordccecOar TG Koonw: cp. Luke xiv 33. 


See also Empedocles 


ap. Plutarch De Cohibenda Ira (ad fin.) vnrtedew kaxornTO0s. 
4 Darembourg-Spiro, Chrestomathie (ed. 2) p. 34: see Taylor J/.7.S. ur 549. 


5 Ox. Log. pp. 13-14. 


® Jb. pp. 15 sqq. 


7 It may have been uttered on the Day of Atonement. 


—— 
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important in the present connec- 
tion is Justin, who writes! : ca@- 
Barlfew buds 6 Kawds vduos did 
mavrTos €bé\et, kal duels ulay dpyodv- 
Tes iyuépay evoeBelv Soxeire, ph 
vootvres did Th buiv mpocerdyn. 
He then goes on to show that the 
true Sabbath consists in ceasing to 
sin and concludes: xal cecap- 
Barixe ra tpudepa Kal ddAndwa 
od8Bara rod deov. Here the words 
play apyotvres jépay are particu- 
larly important, implying, as they 
do, censure of the Jewish practice 
of observing one day formally to 
the neglect of other days, whereas 
the new law bids men hold Sab- 
bath 6:a mavrés. Now, as in the 
first half of the Saying, so here the 
verb retains in a large measure 
its customary sense, and the object 
indicates the direction in which the 
_ old ordinance is to be developed. 
odBBarov, consequently, is not 
used in its ordinary sense here, 
but means ‘ week,’ a use which is 
well attested : cp. Luke xviii 12 
ynotevw dls To caBBdarov; John 
XX I, 193 I Cor. xvi 2 xara play 
caBBdrov ; Didache viii t vnorev- 
over yap Sevrépa caBBdrew Kal 
méunty. The word cdSBaroy was 
used in this sense commonly enough 
to have passed into Coptic; forina 
collection of Sayings of the Fathers * 
we read ‘they of Shiét fasted 
the whole week’ (mcahhaton 
tHpq) while the corresponding 
Greek version? has atrol 5€ of Zk7n- 
TLOTat Evjatevoy THY EBdoudda. 
The general idea of this part of 
the Saying, therefore, will be: the 
observance of one day in the week 
as holy is symbolical; and if this 
fact is forgotten, Sabbath-keeping 
degenerates into fetichism —the 
cult of one day on which certain 
standards are in force which do 
not apply to other days. The new 
law requires men to sanctify, or 


1 Dialog. c. Tryph. 12. 
8 7d, XIV p. 363 (no. 242). 


make a Sabbath of, each day of 
the week. 

The Saying as a whole is in- 
dependent, but is not without 
Synoptic relations. It may be con- 
jectured that it was uttered on 
some such occasion as that to. 
which the group of incidents re- 
corded in Luke v 33—-vi 11 belong : 
there the question of fasting is 
discussed, to be followed by two 
episodes directed against formalism 
in Sabbath-keeping. Yet it is im- 
portant to observe that there is a 
distinct post-Synoptic shade in the 
teaching of the Logion, which 
urges a reapplication of the exist- 
ing religious observances, while 
the protest of the Synoptic Jesus 
is against the exclusion of good or 
necessary work on the Sabbath, 
and against ostentation in fasting. 

The general sense of the Logion, 
as also its form, is best paralleled 
by Matth. v 20 édv ph Tepic- 
cevon 1 dtxaoclvn budy wrelov Tav 
ypapparéwy Kal Papicaiwv, ob ph 
elc&\Onre els thy Bacielav Trav 
ovpav@y, where not only is the last 
clause strikingly close to the apo- 
doses of the Logion, but the 
‘righteousness of the Scribes and 
Pharisees’ is to be taken to mean 
just such things as fasting and 
Sabbath-keeping. One is tempted 
to conjecture that the Saying was 
developed in the atmosphere of 
later thought from this passage with 
the aid of particulars borrowed 
from the Lucan passage noticed 
just above. Atleast such a method 
would be just what we might 
expect (cp. Saying Iv, Logia vi 
and vit). The apparent Synop- 
tic element in the protases—to 
which must be added the formula 
éav ph introducing conditions of 
salvation—is still more obvious 
in the apodoses. Harnack* has 
shown this most fully: 7 Baotdela 


2 Rev. de l Orient Chrét. xvil p. 178 (no. 171). 


4 Die siingst entdeckten 9 ‘priche Jesu p. 8. 
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Tod Oeod is of course Synoptic 
(Matth. xix 24); ebploxew is not 
actually used in connection with 
Baothela by the Synoptics, but we 
have the corresponding {nreire 
Thv Bacirelay (Matth. vi 33, 
Luke xii 31) and fnreire kal 
evphoete (Matth. vii 7). In the 
second apodosis, however, ovx 
dere Tov warépa has a distinctly 
Johannine ring (John xiv 9 éwpaxe 
Tov marépa), though both the verb 
and the absolute use of 6 marip 
have Synoptic parallels (JZatth. 
v 8 av’rol rov Bed dWovrat, id. xi 
27 ovdels émiywioKxe tov viov el 
wh 6 warip). The use of xdcpos 
deepens this impression of Johan- 
nine influence: cp. 1 Jom ii 15 
ph ayarare Tov Kdopmov pndé Ta &y 
T@ kéouy. The Logion therefore 
has a peculiar technical, as apart 
from an intrinsic, value. It is 
indebted chiefly to the Synoptics : 
Johannine influence is apparent, 
but certainly not dominant ; and 
we would conclude that the Logo- 
grapher while post-Synoptic, wrote 
at a period when Johanninethought 
was only nascent, or, perhaps, in 
a locality to which only echoes of 
that movement had reached. The 
peculiar shade of thought which 
we have traced is probably charac- 
teristic of the period in which the 
Saying received its definite form : 
in its attitude towards fasting and 
Sabbath-keeping it lies somewhere 
between the SynopticsandClement 
of Alexandria, nearer perhaps to 
the latter than the former. 
Clement of Alexandria! develops 
from /satah lviii 6-14 the idea of a 
spiritual Sabbath in contradistinc- 
tion to the Jewish institution? in a 
passage which has been thought to 
imply a knowledge of this Saying 
or of something intimately related 
to it. evvoixos Tolyuy...6 d-yovos 
adnOelas. Edov ovros Enpdv Hv mpd- 
Tepov’ dmaxovoas dé Tw Ad-yw, Kal 


gudvdias 7a cdBBara Kar aroxny 
dpaprnudrwv ... évTorepos eorat 
trav dvev moritelas dpbis Ady@ 
povy madevopévwv. 5 TodTo ‘ovK 
elcehevoerar ebvodxos els ExxAnolay 
Geod,’ 6 dyovos Kal Axapros Kat 
modreig kal doyy, adX ol wey 
eivouxlcavres éavTovs amd maons 
Gpaprias dia Thy Bacrdelay Tov 
ovpavGy* paxdproc ovrol elow ot 
Tov Koo pou vnorevovTes. Robinson® 
holds that Clement is here making 
use of the second Logion (¢vAdgas 
Ta odPSBata...paxdpio odrol eiow 
ol rod Kécpouv vnorevovres) which 
he found in the Gosfel according 
to the Egyptians, and that later on 
he adapts the fifth Logion from 
the same source. Both in the 
Introduction (pp. xl ff.) and in the 
Commentary on Logion v I have 
given reason for rejecting the attri- 
bution of the Logia to the Egyp- 
tian Gospel: in this place it will 
be sufficient to point outthat, while 
there is nothing to show any con- 
nection between Clement’s refer- 
ences to ‘keeping Sabbath’ and 
to ‘they who fast from the world,’ 
his source was certainly not our 
Logion in that the beatitude paxd- 
ptot...elow ol Tod Koo pou ynoTEvorTES 
is certainly a direct quotation, as 
is clear from Strom. 11 i 4 el yap 
Ty mapa Geov...4) ToatTn StacKevn, 
ovk av éuaxdpurev Tods evvovxous. 
And that apocryphal literature 
produced such beatitudes, it will 
be sufficient to quote Acta Pauli 
et Theclae § 5 paxdpio ol ao- 
Takdpevo. TH KOonw TOUTW. We 
conclude, then, that, while Dr 
Robinson may well be right in 
urging that in the passage quoted 
above, Clement has his eye fixed 
upon the Egyptian Gospel, our 
Logion was different from his 
source both in form and—if our 
interpretation of the Logion is on 
the right lines—in the shade of its 
meaning. 


1 Strom. 111 15 §99, quoted by Professor Mayor ag. Rendel Harris Contemporary 


Review 1897. 
2 Cp. LS p. 9. 


8 Expositor 1897 pp. 417 sqq- 


4 In imitation of /saiah lvi x. 
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SAYING VIII 
[Locron III] 


Aéves “[(naood)s: éLo]rnv 
év wéo@ TOD KOocpoU, 
kal év capi wpOnv 
avtois* kal evpoy trav- 
tas peOvovras, Kal 15 
ovdéva evpov Seupa(v)- 
Ta éy avTois: Kal To- 
vel 9 ruxn jou em 
Tois viois Tév av(OpaT)wr, 
étt TudAoé eiow TH Kap- 20 
dia avta(v), Kal [ov] Brér- 
[over TH Siavoia avror]. 


13. Capkel, / (corrected by the original hand): ére év capkt 7, 
Bruston. 21. kdj...BAeic, GH: Kal ob Bdémovaw obde ywwokovew rip 
éavrév mrwxlay, Swete (combining with Logion Iv): kal ob Brérovew, 
mrwxol Kal ovK oldacw Tv mrwxlav, Cross: kK. 0. B. Thy TadaTwplay 
abtav Kal Thy trwxlav, Taylor: auBrets tO vot, Zahn: a. TO v~e abray, 
Davidson: d. TH Stavola Kal ove oldacw aitav tiv mrwyxlav, Lock: 
GpPrels, wa yewwoxovtes éauTav Tiy trwxlav, Sanday: kai Bpadets ri 
dxoy avTav: GANA SuwKere THY TTwXlay, Heinrict: Kal od Bdérovres, 


_Bruston. 


Jesus saith : 
I stood in the midst of the world, And in flesh was I seen of 


them ; 

And I found all men drunken, And none found I athirst among 
them ; 

And my soul grieveth over the sons of men, 

Because they are blind in their heart, And see not with their 


understanding. 
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The length of the lacuna after 
1. 21 has been a matter of dispute. 
Most editors and critics have not 
found strength to resist the tempta- 
tion to join the remains of Logion Iv 
to Logion 111, and so argue that 
little more than a line or two has 
been lost at the foot of the verso}. 
Of the restorations based on this 
assumption, that of Mr Cross? is 
by far the best, as brilliantly con- 
tinuing the parallelistic form. 
Taylor’s reconstruction while rest- 
ing on AZoc. iii 17 shows less clear- 
cut parallelism. On the other side, 
the discoverers claim that as many 
as five lines or even more may 
have been lost?; and in a codex of 
this date the page is likely to have 
resembled the column of the roll 
inits proportions. I have therefore 
not attempted to unite Logia I 
and Iv, and, since l. 21 almost 
certainly concludes with xai [ov] 
Bdér|[ovcr] 4, have ended the Saying 
with rp dtavola attay® which 
balances the Ty Kapdlg airy of 
ll. 20-1. For the parallelism rugdol 
elot...o0 BA€rovet cp. Acts xiii II 
tupnos éoet...u) BAérwv Tov HrLOv. 

The two opening clauses of the 
Logion are closely parallel to 
Baruch iii 28 pera tovro él rhs 
ys &p0n, Kal év tots dav@purrots 
suvaveotpagn, and literary depend- 
ence seems quite certain, in view 
of the fact remarked by GH® that 
some of the Fathers’ applied this 
passage to the life of Jesus. The 
discoverers are inclined further to 
see a connection between the words 
év péow Tod kdomov and the agra- 
phon® ‘hic est medium mundi,’ 
but the phrase in the Logion 


1 LS p. 38. 
3 Ox. Pap. 1p. t. 4 Tb, 


certainly has no local or mystic 
meaning, and, as the parallelism 
shows, means no more than avrois, 
‘among men.’ 

The aorists orny, GpOnr, etpov 
are thought by Harnack® to in- 
dicate a form of Logos doctrine 
implying pre-existence as in John 
xvi 28 é&m\Oov éx rod warpés Kal 
éAndvOa eis Tov Kbopov. Batiffol}® 
on the contrary sees in them the 
doctrine of post-existence, and 
thinks that there is here Docetism 
such as that of the Acta Johannis. 
But surely the aorists indicate past 
actions and not past states, while 
the present, move? (which leads 
Batiffol to split the Logion in two), 
indicates the speaker’s consequent 
state of feeling at the moment of 
utterance. The meaning, then, 
will be: ‘I took my place among 
men (sc. at the beginning of my 
ministry), and now, after ex- 
periencing the ways of men, my 
soul grieves.’ Moreover, rovet 4 
Yux4 pov would be most inap- 
propriate in a post-resurrectional 
Saying; and & capxt while it 
implies pre-existence does not 
emphasise that doctrine, but dwells 
rather on the humanity of Jesus}, 
as a reason why men ought to have 
been able to understand and accept 
him: we might paraphrase ‘as a 
man among men’ (cp. the Saying 
quoted by Origen 6:4 rods da Gevody- 
Tas noOévour, Kal dia Tovs rewavras 
érelvwy, kal did Tods Supavras édt- 
Yov'?), 

The words HeOvovras...dupavra 
are regarded by Canon Sanday as 
marks of Encratiteinfluence: dupa, 
he argues, is used only once by 


2 Expositor 1897 p. 250. 


5 For this expression cp. 2 Clem. 16 ampot ovres TH Svavoig. 


6 Adyta “Inoov p. 12. 


7 E.g. Irenaeus Adv. Haeres. 1v xxxiv 4 (ed. Harvey). 


8 Resch Agrapha pp. 457 ff. 
10 Rev, Bibl, 1897 pp. 507-8. 


Die jiingst entdeckten Spriiche Jesu p. 
Taylor (/.7.S. vit 550) seems to take the ees 


view, that Jesus is represented as looking back after the Resurrection to the days of 
his flesh: he compares Heb. v 7 €v Tas NMEepars THs Tapkds avrod. ; 
1. As, perhaps, in Barn. v ci yap my HAGev ev capki, mas av eodOnuev avOpwrot = 


12 Preuschen Axtilegomena p. 28 12. 
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a Synoptic writer (A/atth. v 6) 
in a spiritual sense, while in the 
fourth Gospel “ the sense is always 
made clear by the context”; for 
the technical use of we@vew he can 
find no parallel. This view seems 
ratherextreme. Any reader, especi- 
ally one who had the slightest ac- 
quaintance with Johannine phrase- 
ology, could not fail to grasp the 
meaning of d«W~évra, which is as 
clear here as in John vii 37 édv ris 
Oia épxéoOw mpds we cal rwérw}. 
But here again I think we have 
a literary debt to /saiah lv 1 of 
Oupayres mropeverbe Ep Vdwp. If so, 
we may perhaps discern not de- 
veloped but incipient Johannism 
at work, just as in the earlier 
clauses the Logos doctrine is rudi- 
mentary aS compared with its 
presentment in the fourth Gospel. 
Similarly pe@vovras need not be 
Encratite, but is again perfectly 
clear in the light of /sazah xxviii 1 
oval ro oteddvy THs UBpews, ot 
pucOwrol’Edpaiw...ot weOvovres dveu 
oivov. In the Logion, however, 
men are not represented as drunken 
with t8pis; and Luke xxi 34 mpoc- 
éxere O€ éavtois unmrore BapnOdow 
tpaov ai Kapdlac év Kpairddy Kal 
pé0n Kal pepluvats Biwrikais, may 
have been in the compiler’s mind’. 
Compare further Ja¢th. xxiv 38 f. 
(=Zuke xvii 26) dorep yap noav 
év Tais nuépais éxelvats (sc. of Noah) 
Tpwyovres Kal mlvovres, yamotvTes 
kal éxyaplfovres...otrws éorat 7 
mapovcia Tov viod Tod dvOparov, 
and v 50 (cp. Lzke xii 45) where 
eating and drinking pera rév 
peOvévTwy are amongst the sins of 
the Wicked Servant. Probably, 
therefore, both Old Testament and 
Synoptic influences are blended in 
this part of the Saying. 

Batiffol, as we have seen, pro- 


poses to meet the change of tense 
from aorist (7 7y) to present (rove?) 
by dividing the Logion into two 
Sayings of which the second begins 
with move? ) Wux}, Kal being edi- 
torial. He supports this view by 
the following considerations: (1) the 
change of tense indicates two 
different occasions; (2) the first 
four clauses form a complete 
parallelism which would be dis- 
turbed were the move? clause truly 
a part of the same Saying; (3) the 
lack of antithesis between this and 
the preceding clauses. It has been 
shown already that the change of 
tense is accounted for by the sense, 
and surely it is perfectly natural to 
find the zrovet clause following the 
four earlier clauses; for the first 
part of the Saying, a complaint 
against the attitude of men, would 
seem incomplete without a follow- 
ing statement of the result upon 


~ the feelings of Jesus. Thirdly, the 


move’ clause does indeed stand out- 
side the parallelism, but the same 
thing occurs in Matth. vii 3-4, 
where the clause ‘or how shalt 
thou say to thy brother’ occupies 
an exactly similar position®: and 
the isolation of this clause gives it 
the special prominence which it 
deserves. Dr Abbott has aptly 
quoted the Sibylline Oracle*: 

kal tore 6 “Iopand peueOvopuévos 

ovxl voncet, 

...aTap dupacw ovK écopavTes 
Tuprérepor omardKu, 

which possibly stands in some 
relation to this Logion and, if so, 
fortifies its unity by the association 
of the ideas of drunkenness and 
blindness. Similarly Reitzenstein® 
quotes pseudo-Hermes Trismegis- 
tus: mot péperOe & dvOpwirot, we0U- 
ovtes, Tov THS dyvwolas dkparov 
(Adyor) éxarcévres...; THTErHYarTes, 


1 Cp. also Afoc, xxi 6 éyd 7G dupdvre Show ex Tis mys Tod VdaTos THS Swns 
Seopedy, which again surely recalls Jsazah lv tr. 


Cf. also Luke viii 14. 


8 Cf. also Aéyw yép in Saying v, if our restoration is right. 


5 Poimandres p. 204. 


w. 


4 1 360, 370. 


, 
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dvaBrépare rots dpPOarpois Tis 
kapdlas. But it seems unnecessary 
tosee here the influence of Egyptian 
syncretism. 

The general character of the 
second part of the Logion is quite 
Synoptic: compare Matth. xxiii 
37; Luke xiii 34, xix 41 (cited by 
Harnack). /ofm i 10-11 and the 
Apocrypha ‘qui mecum sunt non 
me intellexerunt,’ rodAdxis émreOd- 
Byoa dxoton éva Tov Noyw TobTwY 
Kal ovx écxov Tov époiyra}, are 
animated by the samefeeling. The 
phrase rove? } Yux7 pou is certainly 
to be attributed to /sazah liii 10 
kal BoveTat KUptos dpedety dard ToD 
movou Ths Yux7s avTod, and Harnack 
also quotes Aatth. xxvi 38, Mark 
xiv 34, John xii 27 for trouble of 
soul in Jesus. The occasion of the 
Saying must have been similar to 
that of Marth. xiii 58, Mark vi 6 
or Matth. xv. 

In the two final clauses of the 

~Logion the idea of spiritual sight 
or blindness finds an exact parallel 
in the Gospel according to Thomas*, 
vov Kapwogpopelrwoav Ta od, Kal 
Brerérwoav ol tupdol TH Kapdla; 
but its virtual equivalent iscommon, 
as in Psalms Ixviii (lxix) 24, 
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Matth. xv 14, xxiii 16, John ix 
39 (quoted by Harnack)*. Com- 
pare also Luke iv 18 xnpdéa... 
tuphois dvdBdeyw (cited from 
Isaiah). ', 

As a result of this examination 
we can trace three lines of influence 
in the Saying. Hebrew literature 
has left a deep mark, and to this 
must be added the Hebraisms zrovet 
érland viol dvOpwmrwy 4, the repeated 
use of xai to introduce each clause, 
and the parallelistic form. The 
opening clauses of the Logion 
betray a tendency to Messianic 
interpretation later than that of 
the Synoptics. Secondly, the latter 
part of the Saying is Synoptic alike 
in the character of its thought, and 
in the simple directness and depth 
ofits expression. Johannine charac- 
teristics, lastly, are perhaps not 
so prominent as they have been 
thought to be; yet the use of 
pevew and dav, while not un- 


* 


Synopticand probably derived from — 


the Old Testament itself, suggests 
that the Logion was formulated 
in an atmosphere not wholly 
free from Johannine metaphorical 
phraseology. 


SAYING IX 


[Locion IV] 
[Aéyes “I(naod)s* ...] 


* * 


* * 


[....ledly t}pv rrwyeia(v). 


22. TITWYia, P 


22-3. Kahov dv(Opwm)y thy mr. | alpeioOa ob 


éay k.T.., and Kedetw cor Wa Thy mr. mpotpnou bmov éav KT 


Bruston. 


Jesus saith: 
* * 


1 Preuschen Axtileg. pp. 30-2. 


3 For its, use in early Christian literature cf. 1 Clement xxx 
ot dPOarpoi Tis KapSias, and 2 Clem. 1 6 (quoted above), 


4 Harnack of. cit. p. 13. 


* to,..(their ?) poverty. 


2 A viii (ed. Tischendorf), 


VI HvewxOnoay Hav 


& 


ha 
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The restorations which connect 
this fragment with the preceding 
Saying have been discussed already 
in the Commentary on Logion III. 
Bruston’s attempts to unite this 
with the succeeding Logion rest 
on certain corrections! of the 
discoverers’ readings made, ap- 
parently, without a re-examination 
of the original, and for that 
reason alone cannot be considered 
seriously. The obvious fact that 
Il. 23-30 form a single Saying for 
which we have parallels, and in 
which the idea of poverty has no 
place, puts his reconstructions com- 
pletely out of court. 


GH observe that rrwyela does 
not occur in any recorded Saying 
of Jesus, and that the Logion is, 
therefore, probably new. Yet the 
occasion may have been Synoptic, 
for rrwxol occurs frequently, and 
we might perhaps think of the 
incident of the woman with the 
alabastron of myrrh (Matth. xxvi 
Ir) as a possible occasion for the 
fragment: the Saying may have 
concluded: ‘Ye have the poor 
with you always, and when ye 
will ye are able to relieve their 
poverty’ [kovgifje[y r]yy mrw- 
xelav. 


SAYING X 
[Locion Vi 


[Aéy]ee [I(nao0d)s° 


4 2\ a 
Om jou éayv wow 


[8’, ovK] e[lou]y aBcot- Kal 

[6]rrov elés] éorev povos, 25 
[Aé]y@ eye etus pet av- 

tlod]. éyedplov tov ALAo(v), 

KaKEL EUPNTELS JE, 


us \ 7 ] \ 
oxicov To EvXov, Kayo 


exe’ tpt. 


30 


23-26. [..-Jei[..--]Joy EAN cin [...-] €[...]N. O€o1 Kat [..]co* 


-e[.-] ectin monoc [..]tTw er@ EIMI K.T-A., Pz déyer ’I(nooi)s- 


8rov ey Gow,.,.€.....0€0 Kal ..go" €.. éoTw movos ..TW éyw ey, GH: 
drov éay Gow B, od eiow &Oeor, kal brov els éorw pbvos, héyw éys eit, 
Blass: 6rov édv Gow otk eiow Abe kal womep els, Harnack: 8. é. &. 
dy dpes kal dOeor xal el mov els, Cross: 8. €. &. mdvres piobGen Kal mords 
els, Swete: 8. €, &. dv0, éxe?...00 kal éyd. 06 els, Heinrici: 8, é. &. of 
Deybuevor Oar, Redpath: 8. é. &. evior Heo kai Govos els, von Gebhardt : 
b. é. &. May loxupol of APeor kal év rH doé@ Tis éorw pdbvos cavT@, and 
8. é. &. abr éxOpol AOcor kal dv(Opwm)os ds éxe? éorw pwdvos obrw, Bruston 


1 Paroles de Jésus pp. 7, 15-16, 21. 
3-2 
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(with Saying 1x prefixed in both cases): 4. ¢. &. B’ 9 Y, éxet elow pera 
Geo, kal ef rou els éorw pbvos, ldod eye eius per’ abrov, Jilicher. 

26. [..]Tw, P: yw, Blass!, Redpath, Cross: abr@, Clemen: aire, 
Zahn, Reitzenstein, Blass*: idob, Swete: éxet, Heinrici: otrw, Harnack: 


avrov, von Gebhardt: 4irw, Badham: xdtw, Davidson. 


27. e&Gpor, 


Harnack, Bruston: eyivcov (for éyévcov) Wessely. 


Jesus saith : 


Wheresoever there be two, they are not without God, 
And where there is one alone, I say, I am with him. 
Lift up the stone, and there thou shalt find me; 
Cleave the wood, and there I am. 


For the actual reading of the 
papyrus reference must be made to 
the exhaustive note of the dis- 
coverers!. Blass’ brilliant restora- 
tion is certainly final: its central 
point is, of course, the conjecture 
B’ (S00), and that ‘Two’ is here 
required is certain in view of the 
extant parallels to the first part of 
the Saying to be noticed presently. 
Objection has been raised? to the 
use of a cipher in a literary text 
and side by side with a number 
which is written out in full; .but 
thereare parallels whichsufficiently 
cover this use. A papyrus fragment 
of St Matthew? has waécac ody 
ye[ve]al dad "ABpadu ews Aavld 
yeveal 6. Mr Redpath has drawn 
attention to the fact that ina MS. 
like Codex B of the LXX ciphers 
are frequently found alongside the 
full word, as in Mum. xxviii 19 
pboxous Sto, Kpidy eva, dpvods 
évavolous §, and Dr Sanday# 
points to the variants in Acts xxvii 
37 as evidence for the use of ciphers 
in a literary text. But a far more 
satisfactory parallel is forthcoming 
in the recently published fragment 

1 Adya “Incod p. 13. 

3 Ox. Pap. 1 no. 2 (recto, 1. 9). 

4 Two Lectures, p. 39. 


of Zodit® where we find (ll. 2 ff.). 
eye el’ Padany els ex tev £' aylwy, 

and again (Il. 7 f.) érapdx@noar of 

B’ kal érecov érl rpbcwmorv. Since, 

therefore, Blass’ restoration is so 

strongly supported and in itself is 

so entirely satisfactory, it is un- 

necessary to discuss the other and 
less adequate conjectures which 
have been put forward. 

The Saying is in two parts, the 
second of which is wholly new, 
while the first seems to stand in 
some relation to the canonical 
scriptures, and has parallels more 
or less close in citations from non- 
canonical documents. 

The most obvious parallel to the 
first part is Aatth. xviii 20 of 
yap elot Sto 4 Tpets cuvnypévor els 
TO éudv dvoua, éxet elu &v péow 
airév, and there can be no doubt © 
that the relation is real®. Yet it is 
characteristic of the Logion that 
it sounds a distinct note: while 
Matthew by the addition of cuvny- 
Hévou x.T.X. makes the promised 
presence conditional on a formal | 
gathering or congregation, the 
Saying has a diametrically opposite 


2 Ox. Pap. 1p. 2. 


5 Oxyrhynchus Papyri no. 1594 (pt x11). 


6 Taylor (/. 7. S. vit p. 550) regards the first clause as dependent upon the 
Matthaean tradition, and the second clause concerning the ‘one alone’ as an 
‘appendix to an appendix’ ; Wessely considers that the development of the Matthaean 
original was due to Egyptian pantheistic influence: cp. Reitzenstein Poimandres 
p. 240. 
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tendency?, and affirms that Jesus 


will be with his followers however ~ 


lonely they may be, or in however 
informal circumstances. The spirit 
of the Logion-version, though not 
its form, is more nearly approached 
by Matth. xxviii 20 Kal idob, éyw 
Bel” tyudv elut mdoas Tas huepas 
&ws Tis cuvredelas THs al&vos: and, 
though it contains no reference to 
solitude, the absence of the frigid 
ceremonial condition suffices to 
place this Saying on the same level 
as the Oxyrhynchus ‘ Logion.’ 
Since the Saying cannot beassumed 
to be more true historically than 
the Matthaean parallel first quoted, 
it is probable that it is a conscious 
correction or amplification of that 
utterance, inspired, possibly, by 
the wider spirit of the second 
Matthaean parallel and (I would 
add) of John xvi 32 Kal ovx elpl 
povos re 6 marhp mer’ éuod éore. 
It is also possible that the Logion 
restson Jewish traditional teaching; 
and in support of this Taylor? cites 
from the Pirgue Aboth a saying of 
Rabbi Chalafta: ‘When ten sit 
and are occupied in the words of 
Torah, the Shechina is among 
them...And whence (is it proved) 
of even three?...And whence even 
two?...And whence even one? 
Because it is said: ‘‘ In all places 
where I record my name, I will 
come unto thee and I will bless 
thee.” ’ But such an utterance lies 
nearer or perhaps is the germ of 
Matthew’s saying concerning the 
~ two or three. 
_ But if the canonical books can 
show no more than the elements 
out of which the Saying probably 
grew, uncanonical writers exhibit 
it fully formed and even advanced 
a stage. Clement of Alexandria® 


while defending marriage against 
the extreme ascetics has occasion 
to refer to the passage in Matth. 
Xvill, interpreting the ‘“‘ Three” as 
husband, wife and child. A little 
later he writes: ‘They (the ascetics) 
affirm that the Lord means that 
with the many (rév medvwr) is 
the Demiourgos, the productive 
god ; but with the one—that is the 
elect—is the Saviour.’ Later still4, 
he tries another line of interpreta- 
tion: ‘perhaps with the One, the 
Jew, the Lord was in giving the 
Law ; but in prophesying...he was 
gathering peoples...the Two; and 
a Third was being created out of 
the two unto a new man.’ In the 
first of these passages we discern 
a Saying about Oneand oi m)eloves, 
and in the second about One, Two 
and Three; nor can we doubt that 
of wXeloves of the first are equi- 
valent to the Two and Three of 
the second passage. In a word, 
Clement’s saying® went beyond 
the Logion in containing a clause 
about Three, and therefore cannot 
be identical with it. Such a three- 
clause Saying is actually preserved 
by Ephraem Syrus®: ‘Ubi unus 
est, ibi et ego sum; et ubi duo 
sunt, ibi et ego ero; et quando tres 
sumus, quasi in ecclesia coimus.’ 
It appears, therefore, that whereas 
the Logion in its revolt from the 
‘congregational condition’ dropped 
the reference to the Three, the 
Saying which underlies Clement 
and that quoted by Ephraem (the 
two Sayings may or may not have 
been strictly identical), while start- 
ing with the Logion, went back to 
Matthew for this reference and 
so softened down the difference 
between the ‘solitary’ and the 
‘congregational’ points of view. 


1 Cp. Badham Athenaeum Aug. 7, 1897 (reading, however, dmov eis éory, udvos 


Sire). 
2 Ox. Log. p. 34 


8 Strom. Ut 10 § 68. 


4 Ib. §70. 


5 Robinson E xpos. 1897 p. 417) thinks Clement may be dealing with a Saying 
advanced by atte from the Gospel according to the Egyptians: cf. Introd. p. xliii. 


6 Preuschen Antilegomena p. 31 NO. 39. 


38 SAVINGS OF JESUS 


On the other hand, the Logion 
is not to be taken as a recom- 
mendation of the solitary life, as 
Mr Badham? apparently regards 
it. If such were the meaning of 
the first part, it would surely have 
been developed in the second, 
which, in fact, refers to hard and 
common work. Moreover, this 
view does not assign its proper 
weight to theadverb?: the balancing 
of 67ov...émov in the first part 
against éke?...éxe in the second is 
surely not fortuitous, and the mean- 
ing must be not only ‘When you 
are lonely, I am with you,’ but 
‘Wherever you may be, and how- 
ever lonely, I am ¢here with you.’ 
And lastly, if the Saying had been 
framed to console some ‘ascetic 
of the Thebaid, oxloov 76 E&)ov 
is very inappropriate : there is little 
wood in the retreats sought out by 
the solitaries of Upper Egypt. 

In 1. 24 the reading &8eo1, about 
which the discoverers® have some 
doubts, is established (as Harnack 
points out) by reference to Zfhes. 
li 12 pynuovevete...d7t 7HTe...xwpls 
Xpicrod...d0co. ev r@Kbouy. This 
passage also exhibits the same 
Christology as the Logion, for in 
the one as in the other Xpuords is 
equated with @eds, a development 
which makesit impossible to regard 
the Saying as primary : the Synop- 
tics do not positively record any 
claim of Christ to be identified 
with God. 

The second part of the Saying 
presents little or no textual diffi- 
culty, butitsinterpretation has been 
much discussed. The chief lines 
of interpretation may be briefly 
summarised and discussed here. 

(1) The raising of the stone 


1 Athen, Aug. 7, 1897. 


and the cleaving of the wood have 
been thought to carry a panthe- 
istic meaning. Cersoy* thinks that 
divine immanence in matter (but 
not pantheism) is intended, and 
compares Psalms cxxxviii (cxxxix) 
7 ff. Lock® believes likewise that 
the Logion asserts Christ’s uni- 
versal presence, but that it does 
not deny his personality by merg- 
ing him in nature. In that case 
the articles are deictic and the first 
éxet means ‘iz the wood’; but 
equally the second éxet (after 
éyepov tov Gov) must mean 
‘under the stone’—a rendering 
which brings this line of interpre- 
tation to shipwreck®. Again, why 
‘raise the stone’ but cleave the 
wood? Cersoy’ again suggests that 
if the Saying can be assumed to be 
translated from Hebrew, ‘raise’ 
may be a mistake for ‘hew,’ since 
confusion between the two Hebrew 
words would be easy ; but warrant 
would be needed for such an as- 
sumption. The discoverers aptly 
quoted the Saying from the Gospel 
of Eve: éy® od Kal od éyé* Kal 
brov éav 7s, éym exe? eiul, Kat év 
amacly eiu. éomappyévos, kal dbev 
éay Oédys audréyers pe, eue Oe 
auv\Néywv éavtdv ovddéyes, and 
though it is likely (as remarked 
above) that this is derived from 
the Logion or its source, the dis- 
tance between the two is obvious. 
One of the critics has rightly re- 
marked that later ages might easily 
read into this Logion a pantheistic 
meaning which was never intended: 
this seems to have been done by 
the formulator of the Saying in the 
Gospel of Eve. ; 

(2) Dr Barnes finds an allegori- 
cal reference to the stone which 


2 Cp. the fragment of the Gospel of Eve (Epiphanius Haer. xxvi 3) cat émou édy 
ts, aye éxet eiut, which would seem to be a recasting of this Logion. 


éy.a “Incod p. 13. 
4 Rev. Bibl. 1898 p. 419. 
® See Taylor Ox. Log. p. 40. 
7 Op. cit. p. 420. 


5 Two Lectures pp. 24-5. 


he 
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closed the Sepulchre and to the 
wood of the cross, and this sug- 
gestion is commended by Lock}, 
especially if the Logion can be 
supposed to be of comparatively 
late a date. There seems, however, 
to be a double objection to this 
view: first, everything goes to 
show that the ‘ Logia’ (and the 
Sayings) are not of a late date?; 
and secondly it is hard to see why 
we are to cleave (not pierce) the 
wood of the cross: the cross does 
not hide anything. Dr Lock men- 
tions another allegorical interpre- 
tation by which the stone becomes 
the stones of an altar, the wood, 
the wood of sacrifice, but objects 


_ that this would introduce a ritual 


long obsolete. More cogent still 
is the fact that so allegorized, the 
second part of the Saying altogether 
loses sight of the idea of loneliness 
dominant in the first part. 

Professor Swete, again, believes 
this part of the Logion to start 
from Zecles. x g (quoted below), 
and that it refers to the build- 
ing of the Church: Matth. xvi 
18 might seem to give colour 
to this solution. Yet to accept it 
is to distort the parallelism with 
the result that loneliness is pri- 
marily emphasised in the first, 
and building in the second part. 

(3) The discoverers with Dr 
James would lay stress on the 
imperatives, which indicate that 
strenuous effort is needed to rea- 
lise the promise of the first half 
of the Saying; but here again 
the parallelism is disturbed in so 
far as ‘effort’ does not balance 
‘ loneliness.’ 


1 Two Lectures p. 25. 
8 Of. cit. p. 19. 


(4) Harnack3, like Swete, be- 
lieves this half of the Saying to 
have started from Eccles. x 9 


éEalpwv AlOous SiamovnOjcerae ev 
avrots, 
oxlfwr Etha Kwduvedoe ev avbrots, 


and to be a conscious correction of 
its model: @yetpov should be read 
éfdpov*. Perhaps the correction is 
not needed; the compiler of the 
Saying need not be supposed to 
have turned to his text of Acc/est- 
astes, but probably relied on his 
memory and so wrote éyepov 
instead of éédpov. For the former 
word cf. Matth. xii 11. That 
éyepor is the correct reading seems 
to be established by a citation, 
possibly from this very document 
or its source, in the Ltymolog. 
Gudianum, éyepe tov NlOov®: 
whether the Logion deliberately 
or unconsciously corrects the sen- 
tence of the Preacher must remain 
uncertain, but it is surely very 
difficult to resist Harnack’s con- 
clusion that the former is in some 
way dependent upon the latter. 
Possibly the connection is purely 
literary, and the compiler had 
no intent to correct his model. 
Harnack’s presentation of the 
meaning of the Saying as a whole 
is admirable: ‘The blessing’ he 
writes® ‘is not upon the work? 
[in itself]; yet the Saying is a 
protest against the idea that the 
presence of God is only to be 
obtained by fasting, prayer, and 
meditation....No, God is also 
present in the daily task, yet only 
if the disciple is really uévos, 2.2. 
separate from the world.’ The 


2 Introduction p. \xv. 


4 Yet the discoverers retain their original reading, remarking that O is back- 
ligatured so that C rather than P would be expected, though bad writing may account 
for this (Ox. Pap. 1p. 2). See also Wessely Patr. Orient. Iv 155. E 

5 See Reitzenstein Linx Zitat aus den Adyva Inood (Zeitschr. 7. neutest. Wissen- 


schaft u. Kunde v1 (1905) p. 203). 
8 4 cit, p. 21. 
cau 9 


ough the Saying preserved in Codex Bezae (Luke vi 4) [Preuschen 
Antilegomena p. 27 no. 8] might be taken as evidence to the contrary. 
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only objection to be raised is to 
the quasi-technical sense of pévos, 
which leaves the reference to the 
Two who are not without God un- 
explained. Should we not rather 
take the protest to be directed 
against the idea that a formal con- 
gregation, as well as ceremonial 
procedure, is necessary to secure 
God’s presence, and that common 
work is essentially non-religious, 
and paraphrase the Saying: ‘ No 
matter where or how lonely you 
may be—whether you are only two 
or even one; no matter that you 
are at your daily task, hard, com- 
mon work ;—God is present with 
you there’? éxe? then (as its an- 
tithesis to 67rov proves) means ‘ in 
the place where you are working.’ 

Lock finds difficulty alike in the 
singulars rév lOov, 76 EUNov and in 
the aorists éyerpoy (or é€apov) and 
oxtoov, if such a line as Harnack 
has marked out is followed. But 
the language is surely semi-poeti- 
cal, and the singular can be used 
legitimately just as we might say: 
‘Plough the field, turn the fur- 
row’; and once the use of the 
singulars is admitted the aorists 
also are justified. 


The second part of the Logion, 
or something like it, seems to have 
been known to the compiler of the 
extant recensions of the Gosfel ac- 
cording to Thomas. . Taylor has 
drawn attention to the passage elare 
dé 7G veavicxw* dvdora viv, oxlfe 
ra gba Kal pynudvevé pov”. But if 
there is a real connection between 
the two it is obviously through one 
or more links which we can no 
longer recover. It may be worth 
while to remark onanother passage* 
in the same Gospel where the 
injured builder is addressed: ool 
héyw dvOpwre avdora tote 76 Epyov 
gov, The importance attached to 
work makes it possible that there 
is a remote connection with the 
Logion: and to a builder the words 
‘raise the stone, cleave the wood’ 
would most appropriately be ad- 
dressed. In view of the close con- 
nection between the Sayings and 
the Logia and the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews, ‘‘is it altogether 
fanciful to suggest that this Logion 
was addressed to that ‘ caemen- 
tarius’ with the withered hand 
of whom Jerome* has preserved 
notice?” 


SAYING XI 
[Locion VI] 


reyes I(naod)s* 30 
ov|« éxtiv SexTos Tpo- 

gytns ev TH w(ar)pice av- 

tod, ovde tatpos move? 


Oeparreias eis Tovs 
yew@oKovTas avTo(y). 35 


iii 20. 
2 A (ed. Tischendorf) x: cf. B 1x. 


_| The condition ‘“‘if you desire his presence” is of course understood: cf, Agoc. 


8 A Xv 


4 Comm. on Matth, xii 13 [Preuschen Avzileg. p. 5 no. 8). 
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_ Jesus saith : 


A prophet is not acceptable in his own country, 
Neither doth a physician do healing upon them who know him. 


Each of the four Gospels has a 
parallel to the first part of this 
Logion. On the one hand we 
have Mark vi 4 ovx eer rpopirns 
drimos el uh év rH warplde avrod 
kal év tots cuyyevéow aitod Kal év 
Tq olxig abrob, which is reproduced 
word for word (with the omission 
of kal &v rots suyyevéow aidrod) in 
Matth. xiii 57, and is echoed 
more remotely in John iv 44 
mpopyrys ev 7H ldla marpid. Tiywny 
ovx éxe. On the other, Luke 
(iv 23-24) reproduces this Saying 
with characteristic editorial touches 
combined with other matter which 
is obviously related to the second 
part: mdvrws épetré wor Thv mapa- 
Bodty ravrnv’ iarpé, Oepdmevoov 
ceaurév’ boa FKovcapev yevoueva 
els Thy Kaepyvaotu, molncov Kal 
ade ev TH warpld: cov. elre O€° 
apuanv Néyw viv bre obdels rpopyrys 
Sexrés éorw év TH warpidi adrod. 
On the purely verbal side, there- 
fore, the Logion agrees with the 
Matthew-Mark version in reading 
otk tot: mpopyrns for the ovdels 
mpopyrns of Luke. Yet this is so 
trifling and unimportant a point 
that it is quite impossible to claim 
it as indicating the influence either 
of Matthew or of Mark. The 
same cannot be said of the use of 
_ 6exrés, which is Lucan, in place of 
the driuwos of Matthew and Mark. 
It is a literary improvement such 
as is characteristic of Luke, and 
was probably suggested to him by 
the citation from /sazah 1xi in v. 19 
(xnpdEae éviavrdy Kuplov dexrév). 
The whole Lucan account of the 
visit to Nazareth is extremely in- 
teresting as throwing light on the 
evangelist’s literarymethods. Luke 
has made the visit to Nazareth the 


Jrst incident after the Temptation 
—an order which (if we are to 
accept the earlier Marcan arrange- 
ment) is artificial and unhistori- 
cal. Clearly Luke felt a literary 
and dramatic necessity to make 
Nazareth the scene of the first 
public appearance of Jesus, and 
has rearranged his material ac- 
cordingly?, Luke, indeed, betrays 
himself by referring in iv 23 to 
mighty works done in Capernaum 
which he actually records under 
the ensuing visit to that town 
(iv 31 ff.). Not only is the position 
of the Nazareth incident unhistori- 
cal, but the discourse in the Syna- 
gogue in all probability is so also. 
Dr Swete? indeed thinks that 
‘Luke described the scene from 
the recollections of some eye- 
witness, perhaps the Mother of the 
Lord.’ But since the manipula- 
tion of the incident to make it a 
dramatic opening of a prophet’s 
career is purely unhistorical, the 
references to the prophets Elijah 
and Elishah (vv. 25 ff.) are equally 
so: their purpose is to emphasize 
the compiler’s view of the episode. 
This being so, it is almost certain 
that all the non-Marcan portion of 
the Lucan passage was evolved by 
the evangelist from his own feeling 
of what the situation (as arranged 
by him) required. Accordingly, 
he begins with the reading from 
Tsaiah of the passage most appro- 
priate to the opening of the 
ministry, followed by the direct 
claim to prophetic functions, ‘To- 
day is this scripture fulfilled in 
your ears.’ Then, reverting to his 
source, he represents the people 
of Nazareth as scornful of Jesus 
because they know his origin, and 


1 Cf, Holtzmann Life of Jesus (E.T.) pp. 276-7. 
2 Gospel acc. to St Mark p. 111. 
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finding in his source (A/aré vi 5) 
the notice ‘he could do there no 
mighty work, save that he laid his 
hands upon a few sick folk and 
healed them,’ saw his way to 
quote the proverb ‘ Physician, 
heal thyself’ as part of the 
assumed jeers of the men of 
Nazareth. Next follows the Saying 
concerning the fate of a prophet 
in his own country, somewhat awk- 
wardly inset by aid of the repeated 
ele 6€. And lastly, the assumed 
challenge of the men of Nazareth 
to Jesus to do mighty works in his 
own country as he had done in 
Capernaum, is met by the declara- 
tion that as Elijah and Elishah were 
forced to limit their miraculous 
powers, so also the prophet, who 
had lately arisen amongst them, 
would do. This digression may 
be summed up in a sentence: the 
character of the discourse in the 
Synagogue is such as to prove it 
subsidiary to Luke’s purpose in 
moving forward the visit to Nazareth 
and making it the significant open- 
ing episode of the prophetic minis- 
try of Jesus, and the whole inci- 
dent (excepting such parts as are 
guaranteed by Mark) is purely 
Lucan in origin. 

dexrés in the Logion, therefore, 
is directly borrowed from Luke, 
and the same must be true of the 
second part of the Logion since 
it is made up of purely Lucan 
materials. This part shows exactly 
the same method of composition 
as do Sayings 111 and Iv, which 
consists in choosing a Saying from 
one of the Gospels already existing 
as a nucleus and expanding and 
developing this either for literary 
purposes or to include fresh phases 
of thought. In the present case 
the compiler seems to have aimed 


partly at the formation of a 
parallelism, and partly at the con- 
trivance of an apt retort to the 
proverb ‘Physician, heal thyself’* 
—a retort which underlies the 
reference to the examples of Elijah 
and Elishah. The force of the 
Saying as a whole may perhaps be 
brought out by paraphrasing :— 
‘You scorn me as a_ prophet 
because you know whence I am 
and challenge me to work miracles 
amongst my own people as I have 
done amongst strangers: I reply 
that as you reject the spiritual 
blessings I offer, you shall not 
share in the temporal blessings I 
would otherwise bestow.’ 

Swete remarks that the second 
part of the Logion is not, in its 
literal sense, true, and thinks that 
the physician must be a physician 
of the soul. But to accept this 
view would be to ignore the literal 
sense of the Lucan parallel; and 
in a retort such as this some lati- 
tude for inexactness must be 
allowed. I am not sure, also, that 
the two clauses are not intended 
as protasis and apodosis of a 
conditional sentence: ‘If the pro- 
phet is not accepted by his own 
people, then the physician will 
not heal his own kin.’ 

The Saying shows traces which 
indicate either an Aramaic original 
or a compiler whose native tongue 
was Aramaic. In ll. 33-34 the 
phrase moet Oepamelas is con- 
sidered by Cersoy to betray an 
Aramaic original; but, as Taylor 
notes, the phrase is also found in 
the Protevangelium Jacobi (XX). 
In lL 35 yewwdoxovras atréy an- 
swers generally to (rots cvyyevéow) 
kal év rq olkia of Mark and Mat- 
thew: Swete? compares Psalms 
Ixxxvi (Ixxxvii) 4 To’s-yewwwoxovel me, 


1 In the Introduction (p. xxxvi) I have shown reason for believing that the Sayings 
were extracts : in the present case the Saying of Jesus was no doubt preceded by the 
physician-proverb which was put directly (not indirectly as Luke has it) into the 


mouths of the people of Nazareth. 


2 Expository Times Sept. 1897 p. 548. 


<a 
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and suggests an Aramaic source. 
Cersoy suggests that there may be 
a mistranslation here where els 
ToS yvworods airod is required. 


Such a slip might have occurred 
in translation from either an Ara- 
maic or a Hebrew document. 


SAYING XII 
[Locion VII] 


Aéyer “I(nood)s: 
TONS @KOdO- 
enuévn em’ axpov 
[G]oous vrnrod Kal éo- 
THpLyLeVN OUTE Tre- 
[o]etyv S0varar ode Kpv- 40 


[S}ivac. 


36. O1KOAOMHMENH, P, corr. by GZ. 


by the original hand. 


Jesus saith: 


38. YYHAoYC, P, corr. 


A city built upon the top of a high mountain and established 


Can neither fall nor be hidden. 


Batiffol! considers that the Say- 
ing has lost its true parallelistic 
form, for (as Harnack remarks) 
the fall of a whole city would be 
quite extraordinary whereas a 
single house might easily fall, anda 
part of the Logionis, in fact, depen- 


_ dent upon the Parable of the House 


upon the Sands. The original 
form would then be: ‘A city 
built upon the top of a mountain 
cannot be hid, And a house estab- 
lished upon a high rock (or hill) 
cannot fall.’ This has the advan- 
tage of restoring true parallelism 
and is probably correct. We may 
cite in support of this correction 
Tsaiah ii 2 bri éora ev rats éoxa- 
Tats Huépats éudaves Td dpos Kuplov 
Kat 6 olkos Tod Oeot ém’ &xpov Tov 
épéwv?, a passage which probably 


1 Rev. Bibl. 1897 p. 511. 


suggested to the compiler the idea 
of conflating the two New Testa- 
ment Sayings (see below). Pro- 
bably the confusion resulted on 
translation from an Aramaic ori- 
ginal in which the word for‘ house’ 
had dropped out, causing a diffi- 
culty which the translator met by 
representing the city as unable 
either to fall or to be hid: he 
would seem to have manufactured 
a forced parallelism in which @xodo- 
pnuévn and éornpvypévn are in- 
tended to balance otre receiv and 
ovre xpuBjvat. In support of the 
opposite view that the Saying is in 
its original form, we may argue 
that the compiler was so bent on 
combining the two ideas of con- 
spicuousness and stability that he 
overlooked the objection that a 


2 Cp. Micah iv x 
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city as a whole does not fall (thus 
in Afoc. xi 13 only a tenth part of 
the city falls as the result of ‘a 
great earthquake’), and that the 
correction separates JWndotd from 
dbpous, while the actual reading has 
the support of J/saiah xxvill 4 
kal éoras TO dvOos TO éxrecov THs 
€dmldos tis Sééns ex’ aKpou Tod 
8pous Tov bWydod. On the whole, 
however, the arguments in favour 
of Batiffol’s change seem to have 
more weight. 

The first part of the Logion 
depends upon Matthew alone: od 
OUvarat mods KpuBAvar émdvw dpous 
ketwévn (v 14). The variant é7 
dkpov tod dpovs for Matthew’s 
éxdvw is probably due to the in- 
fluence of Jsazah ii 2, quoted 
above (or even of /satah xxviii 4 ; 
but the phrase is common in the 
Old Testament). @kodounuévy, as 
Lock points out}, is decidedly 
interesting as it is indicated as a 
variant for Matthew’s xeyuévy by 
the early Syriac versions, by 
Tatian, by one Latin version, and 
by a passage from the Clementine 
Homilies (111 67) quoted by Har- 


nack: xph obv thy éxkdnolay ws 
mokw ev the gKodounuevny gtdb- 
Geov éxew Tdéw Kal diolknow Kary. 

This last passage together with 
Isaiah ii 2 is evidence enough to 
show that both ‘house’ and ‘city’ 
signify the Christian Church—an 
idea which is not unsynoptic: cf. 
Matth. v 14; xvi 18. 

The second part of the Logion 
is parallel to the Parable of the 
Wise and Foolish Housebuilders 
(Matth. vii 24-25=Luke vi 47- 
49), and the verbal resemblance of 
the Logion to AZatthew is so close 
that to deny direct dependence is 
difficult indeed: the words gxodo- 
pnuévn...coTnprypévn...otre receiv 
of the former being echoes of 
Matthew’s «xoddunce ... Tebeue- 
Nwro él rHv wérpay (éornprypevn 
is a convenient abbreviation)...ov« 
érecey. Luke, it must be noticed, 
shows no such verbal parallels. 

In this Logion, therefore, we 
have a clear instance of confla- 
tion, a process which we have 
seen to be characteristic of the 
Gospel according to the Hebrews 
(Introduction p. Ixii). 


SAYING XIII 
[Locion VIIT] 
rNéyet “I(naod)s- 


2 4 
QKOVELS 


[e|és 76 €[v @|tLov cov, TO 


[5é érepov cuvéxrevoas]. 


42. [-]ic TO €..TION Coy TO, P: els Td evdriov, GH: els 7 evdriov 
(cis 70 & wrlov, Taylor) cov, ro 5é Erepov ouwvéxderoas, Swete: axovers els 
70 €v wrlov gov, Td de Erepov &Bvoas, Lock, Sanday: rw Se érépw map-— 
axovers, Sanday: (8) axoves, eis Td ev wrlov cov Td dekiby, Zahn: dkove 
icws els Td évaytlov cov orbua®, Bruston: els TO Tapetby cov, Badham. 


1 Two Lectures pp. 13 and 26, 


2 Cf. also Paroles de Jésus p. 10. 


Fs 
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Jesus saith : 
Thou hearest with one ear, 


But the other hast thou closed. 


The restorations of Swete, Tay- 
lor, Lock and Sanday follow one 
general type and have the same 
generalsense. Bruston, following 
Batiffol’s hint!, would make this 
the commencement of the first 
Logion: this view has been dis- 
cussed and rejected in the com- 
mentary on that Saying. Zahn’s 
suggestion, ‘What thou hearest, 
(hear) with thy right ear alone...’ 
is ingenious and has the support 
of the passages collected by Dr 
Taylor? to show the importance 
attached by the Jews to the right 
ear. It is, however, too ingenious, 
and the English type of restora- 
tion is far more simple, natural 
and direct. I have preferred 
Swete’s conjecture (with Taylor’s 
division év wriov). 

The discoverers, followed ap- 
parently by most editors, take the 
meaning to be ‘Thou imperfectly 
understandest my message.’ This 
does not seem quite adequate. Is 
there not an implication of wilful 


1 Rev. Bibl. 1897 p. 511 0. 1 


deafness in 76 6€ érepov cuvéxderoas 
which is more fully brought out by 
rendering ‘You listen to me so 
far as outward hearing goes, but 
have closed the ears of your 
spiritual hearing against convic- 
tion?’? The Logion is, in fact, 
a masterly analysis of the attitude 
of those who instinctively close 
their hearts to unwelcome truth: 
compare generally Math. xiii 13 
adkovovtTes dkovovor ovdée curiovat, 
which is proved by vv. 14-15 to 
refer to wilful hardness and not to 
natural weakness of comprehen- 
sion; and Luke vi 46, ‘ Why call 
ye me Lord, Lord, and do not the 
things which I say#?’ 

The use of the second person 
singular makes it most likely that 
the Saying was addressed to an 
individual—as to the rich young 
ruler of Matth. xix 16-22, Luke 
xvili 23. It is noteworthy that this 
incident recurred in the Gospel 
according to the Hebrews®. 


2 Ox. Log. pp. 63-5. 


: 5 
8 Somewhat similar is Scott’s Introduction to Old Mortality: ‘Old Mortality 
was not one of those religious devotees, who, although one eye is seemingly turned 
towards heaven, keep the other steadfastly fixed on some sublunary object.” 
4 Compare further Luke viii 14 ovrot ecioww of axovcartes, Kal UTd pepysLvaV Kai 


~ mdovrou kat ndovav Tod Biov...cuumviyovTas. 
5 Preuschen Axtilegomena p. 6 no. 11. 


INDEX 


[NoTE. 


Only the more important names and topics discussed are 


included in this Index. References to the names of scholars and editors 
are given where the view expressed is of special importance.] 


Acta Pauli et Theclae 27, 30 

Acta Thomae 2, 8 

Acts, The \vii 

Adeney, W. F. lvii note 3, Ixv (and 
passim) 

Agrapha xxx, xlii 

Alexandria 14 

Almsgiving 23 

Apocalypse of Peter, The 15 

Apophthegmata Patrum, The xxv 

Aramaic lxii, Ixxiv, 27, 42 

Atonement, Day of Ixii, 28 


Babylon Ixv 

Badham, F. P., on the source of 
the Sayings xlvili ; on connec- 
tion of the Sayzngs lxx, 38 

Barnes, W. E. 38 f. 

Bartlet, V., on twofold Gospel acc. 
to the Hebrews x\ix ff. ; on con- 
nection of the Sayzngs Ixx f. 

Baruch, literary use of in the 
Sayings \xili, 1 

Batiffol, P.,;. on source of the 
Sayings xlix, 26, 33, 43 (and 
passim) ; 

Bel and the Dragon, quoted lxv 

Bethune Baker, J. F. 14 

Blass, F. 36 

Bruston, C. 3, 26, 35 


Capernaum 41 

Cassianus, Julius xlvii, 37 note 5 

Cersoy, P. lxiif., 27 f., 38, 42 

Charge to The Twelve 18 f., 21 

Christology 38 

Ciphers in literary papyri 36 

Clementine Homilies, The 5, 44 

Clement of Alexandria quotes 
Gospel acc. to the Egyptians xliv ; 
and the Encratites xlvii ; quotes 
Gospel acc. to the Hebrews liv, 5, 
27; on spiritual Sabbath 30, 37 


Clement of Rome and supposed 
primitive collection of Sayings, 
XXX, XXXIi 

pseudo-Clement xliv f., 19 

Collections of Sayzngs xxv ff.; 
supposed primitive xxix f.; its 
title and citation, formula xxx ff.; 
underlying A/ark and Q xxxiiff, 

Coronis, The use of xxiii, 1 

Cross, J. A. 32 


Demiourgos, The 37 
Didache, The xix, |xxi, 3 
Docetism lix, lxi, 32 


Ebionites lvi 

Egyptian influence on the Sayings 
xxv, 34 (see also under Gosfe/) 

Encratites xlvi, 32 

Ephraem Syrus xlvii, 37 

Epiphanius quoted xxxi f. 

Etymologicum Gudianum 39 

Eusebius xxvif., lvi (and passim) 

Extracts, The Sayings as xxxviii, 
xl, xlii, xliv, 18 f. 

Ezekiel quoted lxv 


Fasting 23, 28 

Formalism 27, 29, 40 

Formula introducing the Sayings 
xxii f., 1, Ixxiii ff, 


Gnostics, Gnosticism xlviii ff. 

Gospels (Apocryphal) x1, xlii ff. 

Gospels (Canonical) and _ the 
Sayings xxxiv ff., xl 

Gospel acc. to the Egyptians xiii, 
xliv, xlvili, 20, 30 (and passim) 

Gospel acc. to the Hebrews xiii, 
xlviii; supposed twofold ver- 
sion of xlixff.; early Greek 
version of liii ; Jerome’s transla- 
tions of 74.; relation to the 


~—< 


INDEX 47 


Sayings liv ff.; incidents in 
lvi ff.; Johannine traits in lix ; 
influence of Hebrew literature 
lxiv ; Temptation story in lxiv ; 
use of LXX in lIxv note 8; 
conflation of elements in lxvi, 
Wome 208.627 40, 448. (and 
passim) 

Gospel acc. to S. John xxxv, \xvii, 
4 (and passim) 

Gospel acc. to S. Luke, use of Q in 
xxix; relation to the Sayings 
xxxvif.; influence on Gospel 
acc. to the Hebrews \vf.; re- 
jected by the Ebionites lvi, 
Ixvif., 20, 41 (and passim) 

Gospel acc. to S. Mark, Papias on 
xxvif.; historical present in 
Xxxill; relation to the Sayings 
XXXV1 

Gospel acc. to S. Matthew xxvii, 
fivefold division of xxviii; rela- 
tion to the Sayings xxxvif., 
to Gospel acc. to the Hebrews 
Ivf., Ixvif., 20, 24, 44 (and 
passim) 

Gospel acc. to Thomas xiii ff., 13, 


34, 40 = 
Gospel acc. to the Twelve liif. 
Gospel of Eve 38 
Gospel fragment from Oxyrhyn- 

chus xlv ff., xlix 
Grenfell, B. P. xix, xxii, Ixvii 

(and passzm) 


‘ Happy Nature,’ The 13 
Harnack, A. xxx, XXXV, XXXViii; 
on Gospel acc. to the Egyptians 
-xliv ff. ; on citations in pseudo- 
Clement xliv, xlvi, lxiii, 6, 29, 
aoe R. on primitive Collection 
of Sayings xxix f., xxxi 
Hebrews, Epistle to the \xxv 
Hermes Trismegistus 33 
Hippolytus 12 f. 
Hunt, A. S. xix, xxii, lxvii (and 


passim) 


Ignatius lviii 

Immanence 38 

Isaiah, literary use of Ixiii f., 33 f., 
43f 


James, appearance to lvii 

James, M. R. on source of the 
Sayings xlii, 39 

Jerome xlix, liiff., lviii, 20 (and 
passim) 

Jewish literature Ixiiif., 34 (and 
passim) 

Jewish ordinances 23, 27 ff. 

Job xxxvii, Lxiii, 12 

Johannine influence xxxv f., 
xxxvii f., lv, lix ff., 25, 30, 33 f. 

John, St, death of xxvii; First 
Epistle of xxxv 

Judas to ff. 


Lake, Kirsopp, on connection be- 
tween the Sayzzgs and Q xxix; 
on supposed primitive Collec- 
tion of Sayings 2b. and f. 

Lazarus, parable of Ixvi 

Logia xix note 1, xxii; meaning 
of the term xxvi 

Logia Kyriaka xxviff.; of Mat- 
thew 16. 

Logot, logos, meaning of xxix, 
xxxi ff., 1 

Logos doctrine 32 f. 

Lock, W., on the Title of the 
Sayings Xxvi; on connection of 
the Sayings |xxii note 1, Ixxv, 
38 


Matthias, 7raditions of 7 
Messianic interpretation xxvii, li, 
lix, Ixiii, Ixiv f., 6, 34 


Naassenes, use of Gospel of 
Thomas by xliii, 13 


Ophites, beliefs of Ixv note 1 j 
Origen xlix, lii, xiv (and Zassim) 
Oxyrhynchus, rubbish mounds at 
xix, xxif.; collection of Sayings 
xxiii ff., xxv; title-and relation 
to other Collections xxvi, 3; 
relation to the Fourth Gospel 
xxxv, to Mark xxxvi, to the 
Synoptics xxxviff.; its nature 
xxxvili ff.; a series of extracts 
xl ff.; conflation in xxxix, lxv, 
16, 423 relation to Gospel of 
Thomas xiiiif., to Gospel acc. 
to the Egyptians xiivff., to 


48 


Gospel acc. to the Hebrews liv ff. ; 
alleged Gnostic and ascetic cha- 
racter xlviii; parallelism in lxi; 
Semitic element in Ixii; date 
and purpose of Ixviiff.; sup- 
posed connecting thought in 
Ixixf.; alleged Pantheism 36 
note 6 


Pantheism 36 note 6, 38 

Papias on Zogza of Matthew and 
Mark’s Gospel xxvi ff.; his 
sources xxvii, xxix, lviii 

Paragraphus xxiii, 1 

Parallelism xxiv, lxi, 18, 25, 27, 


3 
Pari, St, and a primitive collec- 
tion of Sayings xxx, xxxii, lvii 
Peter, St, lviti, lxvi; Apocalypse 
of 15 
Pharisees 12 
Philip 2 f. 
Pirke Aboth, The xxv, xxxiii, xiii, 


37 

Pistis Sophia, The x\viiif., 2, 8, 27 

Prayer 22 ff. 
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